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ABSTRACT
The present research was an exploratory laboratory 
and field Investigation of possible sources of bias In self-report 
job analysis data* Because of the similarity between task 
perceptions and job analysis data, the research into task perceptions 
was used as a starting point for the present study. In the 
laboratory study, 129 undergraduate psychology students were 
asked in Session 1 to complete measures of field independence, 
mental ability, intrinsic work orientation, and self-esteem.
In Session 2, subjects were assigned to either a clerical or 
manufacturing task in wnich student confederates expressed either 
positive or negative cues about the task. Subjects then completed 
a job analysis instrument and a measure of job satisfaction.
Results Indicated some main effects for these variables on job 
analysis data, although effects were often task specific. In 
a partial replication in a field setting, 56 bank tellers were 
asked to complete measures of job satisfaction, intrinsic work 
orientation, demographic variables, and a job analysis instrument. 
Results indicated some main effects for some demographic variables 
on job analysis data. The results of these two studies were 
discussed in terms of their implications for future job analysis 
research as well as for job analysis in organizational settings.
viii
An Investigation of Potential Sources of Bias 
in Self-Report Job Analysis Data 
Job analysis is one of the most Important personnel functions, 
used as the basis for other functions such as selection and 
performance appraisal. As Casclo (1982) states, "It is difficult 
to overestimate the importance of job analysis to personnel research 
and administration" (p.49).
Nevertheless, the job analysis literature has been narrow 
in focus. Research has concentrated on the development of job 
analysis methods to increase agreement between raters or discriminate 
between jobs. Accordingly, the many cognitive and affective 
influences which may affect job analysis results have been 
overlooked. For example, the possibility that sources within 
the individual affect job analysis results has been ignored.
This paper will begin by exploring the possibility that factors 
other than the objective characteristics of the job affect 
self-report job analysis data. One line of research - that dealing 
with task perceptions - will be reviewed to identify some variables 
other than objective task characteristics which may influence 
job analysis data. Next, a model depicting the relationship between 
these factors and job analysis will be presented. These 
relationships will then be presented as formal hypotheses. Finally, 
a laboratory and field study will be conducted to test the 
hypotheses.
The Possibility of Bias in Job Analysis
Research in performance appraisal has explored the effects
1
of various sources of bias in performance appraisal judgments 
(Landy & Farr, 1980). The literature in this area haB consistently 
shown that raters are subject to an array of biases that can increase 
errors (Cooper, 1980; Nathan & Lord, 1983; Vance, Winne, & Wright, 
1983) and reduce accuracy (Feldman, 1981; Cardy & Kahoe, 1964). 
Parallels between the job analysis process and performance appraisal 
are obvious, as both require attention to and recall of job-relevant 
information by raters. Similarly, job analysis may be prone to 
errors originating in the rater, as are performance judgments.
Some job analysis literature has explored the possibility 
that job analyses are susceptible to bias. Smith and Hakel (197y) 
discuss some of the biases involved in job analyses. For instance, 
many biases are of a personal nature, such as boasting about the 
importance of one's job and the protection of one's self-interest. 
Thus, incumbents and supervisors may exaggerate the importance 
of desirable aspects of their jobs and deflate the importance 
of job elements which make the job appear to be unimportant.
Partial support for this hypothesis was found in their study of 
the Position Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ; McCormick, Jeanneret, 
and Mecham, 1972). They compared the job analysis results of 
incumbents, supervisors, Job analysis experts, and students, and 
found that in comparison to job analysts, incumbents and supervisors 
exaggerated the Importance of more impressive aspects of their 
jobs.
Thus, it may be that job analysis instruments are susceptible 
to the biases of those using them. These biases could stem from
3
cognitive, affective, perceptual, and motivational aspect* of 
the job analyst. O'Reilly, Parlette, and Bloom (.1980) argue that 
individuals seem to respond differently to the same stimulus, 
depending upon many other environmental, affective, personal, 
or perceptual factors. Workers in the same job may perceive similar 
task dimensions differently, with, for instance, more satisfied 
workers reporting that their jobs possess more desirable 
characteristics.
The Task Perceptions - Job Analysis Link
The study of those factors which affect the job analysis 
data obtained from employees could be useful in understanding 
and improving data. One line of research which may provide some 
clues as to what these factors are is research on task perceptions. 
Like job analysis data, task perceptions are considered to be 
based upon the actual characteristics of the job. However, task 
perceptions and job analysis data do differ. Task perceptions 
are presumed to reflect the more affective or "human" side of 
the job, such as the amount of autonomy and feedback one receives 
on the Job. Job analysis, on the other hand, attempts to define 
the job in question and determine the employee behaviors necessary 
to perform it (Casclo, 1982). Nevertheless, because both task 
perceptions and job analysis data are supposedly based at least 
in part in objective characteristics of the job, the same factors 
which influence task perceptions may also influence job analysis 
results.
Early research into task perceptions (e.g., Hackman & Oldham,
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1975) assumed that perceptions of the task could be enhanced through 
"enrichment" of the objective characteristics of the job. Such 
"enrichment" might include giving employees more feedback, autonomy, 
and variecy in their work. However, Salancik and Pfeffer (1977, 
1978) questioned the assumption that employee reactions to a task 
reflect only the objective characteristics of the job. Rather, 
these authors argued that environmental factors, such as 
informational cues about the task, could have just as significant 
an influence on employee reactions as do objective task 
characteristics. The cues could stem from such factors as the 
supervisor or coworkers. Subsequent research has investigated 
those factors other than objective task characteristics which 
may affect task perceptions (e.g., O ’Reilly & Caldwell, 1979; 
Griffin, 1983). Because both task perceptions and job analysis 
ratings are based on objective task characteristics, studying 
the variables which affect task perceptions could provide clues 
as to which factors bias job analysis results.
Informational Cues
As noted earlier, Salancik and Pfeffer (1977, 197b) argued 
that environmental factors, such as informational cues about the 
task from coworkers, could have just as significant an influence 
on employee reactions as do objective task characteristics. Several 
tests of the influence of social cues on employee perceptions 
of the task followed the initial work of Salancik and Pfeffer.
A summary of this research is presented in Table 1.
As can be seen in Table 1, most research has investigated
5
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Laboratory Cues and task characteristics 
influence task perceptions.
Weiss & Shaw 
0979)




Laboratory Social information affected 
task perceptions.
Griffin (1983) Labors tory Supervisory cues affect 
perceptions of enrichment.
Field Both cues and job enrichment 
affect task perceptions.
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Che competing effects of objective job characteristics and 
informational cues on task perceptions in laboratory settings.
For example, White and Mitchell (1979) studied 43 undergraduate 
business students as subjects in their Investigation of job 
enrichment versus social cues. Employees worked in groups of 
three, with each group containing two naive subjects and one 
confederate. The task consisted of looking up stock prices, 
calculating and recording the percentage price change from week 
to week, and graphing the price changes.
Task enrichment was manipulated as follows: subjects in the 
unenriched condition were told that they had been hired to compile 
stock exchange Information; they were then given their instructions.
Subjects in the enriched condition were allowed to choose the 
stocks they wished to work on (autonomy), identify the stocks 
they were working on to other employees (identity), and choose 
their own methods for doing the task and scheduling their own 
work breaks (autonomy and variety). Finally, feedback as to their 
progress was given to workers by stacking completed work next 
to them.
Social cues were manipulated by verbal and behavioral cues 
given by the confederate. The content of these cues centered 
around three aspects of the task: 1) the task itself, 2) the 
importance of the output, and 3) one's performance on the task.
Both positive and negative cues based on these three dimensions 
were presented by the confederate to the workers. For example, 
those in the positive cues condition were told by the confederate
7
that the job "becomes more meaningful as you do it"; those in 
the negative cues condition were told, "The more you do this job 
the less meaningful it is."
Results indicated that although the effects of the task itself 
had a greater effect on task perceptions, social cues also had 
some effect. White and Mitchell concluded that employees use 
both the objective characteristics of the task and social cues 
of coworkers in determining their perceptions of their task.
More recent research has investigated the effects of objective 
task characteristics and informational cues in field settings.
For example, Griffin (1983) compared the influence of these factors 
on task perceptions at two manufacturing plants of a large 
multinational organization. Social information about the task 
was manipulated through supervisory verbal behavior. Supervisors 
were trained to consistently provide verbal cues to workers.
These cues were directed at the core job attributes of task variety, 
task autonomy, task feedback, and task identity. Enrichment of 
the actual jobs (also geared toward the core task attributes) 
was implemented through the organization's ongoing task of upgrading 
production technology. Results indicated that while both supervisory 
cues and job enrichment affected perceptions of task attributes, 
job enrichment accounted for more variance.
In summary, although task characteristics influence employee 
perceptions of their jobs, informational cues also affect these 
perceptions. These results have been found both in laboratory 
and in field studies. Therefore, it seems possible that
informational cues may also affect job analysis results.
Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction has also been investigated to determine 
its relationship with task perceptions. O'Reilly, Parlette, and 
Bloom (1980) studied the job satisfaction - task perceptions 
relationship using 98 county public health nurses as subjects.
Their results indicated that there was a significant relationship 
between job satisfaction and perceptions of job characteristics, 
such that more satisfied employees perceived their jobs as more 
enriched than did dissatisfied employees.
Caldwell and O ’Reilly (1982) conducted a laboratory and field 
study to determine the effects of job satisfaction on employees' 
perceptions of job characteristics. In the laboratory study,
77 business students were asked to Imagine themselves as either 
satisfied or dissatisfied in a job for which they were provided 
with a detailed job description. Results indicated that 
satisfied-role subjects described the job as being more enriched 
than did dissatisfied-role subjects. Ln the field study, 88 
representatives with a national retail organization completed 
questionnaires measuring job satisfaction and job characteristics. 
Results indicated substantial relationships between the two 
measures.
In summary, research suggests a relationship between job 
satisfaction and perceptions of the job. Therefore, job satisfaction 
is another factor which could affect Job analysis data. Employees 
who are more satisfied with their jobs may respond differently
9
from dissatisfied employees to job analysis items.
Individual Difference Variables
Several individual difference variables have been demonstrated 
to affect task, perceptions. These can be grouped into the categories 
of cognitive variables (field dependence, mental ability) and 
personality variables (self-esteem, intrinsic work orientation). 
Cognitive Variables
Field independence. Field dependent persons are less able 
to focus on pertinent factors and are more influenced by extraneous 
factors in their environment than are field independent persons.
The role of field dependence on employee perceptions of job 
characteristics has been Investigated ln two laboratory studies.
Weiss and Shaw (1979) found that other workers' attitudes had 
a greater effect on task judgments for field dependent subjects 
than for field independent subjects. Similarly, O'Connor and 
Barrett (19b0) found that field dependent subjects were more 
Influenced by social information than were field independent 
subjects. Thus, field independence may also moderate the social 
cues - job analysis results relationship. Field dependent job 
analysts may be more attentive to informational cues than are 
field Independent job analysts.
Mental ability. O'Connor and Barrett (1980) hypothesized 
that more intelligent individuals will rely more on their own 
ability to critically appraise situations and less on information 
provided by others ln forming task perceptions. Investigating 
this possibility in a field setting, they found that more intelligent
10
subjects tended to see their jobs as less enriched than those 
with lower mental ability. Furthermore, as predicted, Intelligence 
Interacted with the informational cues manipulation to affect 
perceptions of the task. Specifically, less intelligent workers 
were more affected by informational cues than were more intelligent 
workers. Mental ability may similarly affect job analysis results, 
with more intelligent workers responding differently from less 
intelligent workers to job analysis items. Further, it may also 
moderate the relationship between social cues and job analysis 
results, such that less intelligent job analysts will be more 
influenced by social cues than will more intelligent job analysts. 
Personality Variables
Self-esteem. Another possible moderator of the social 
Information - Job analysis data relationship is self-esteem.
Bandura (1971) ha3 argued that persons with low self-esteem will 
rely more on others in making decisions because of their lack 
of confidence in themselves. In a laboratory study, Weiss and 
Shaw (1979) investigated the effects of self-esteem in the context 
of social influences on task perceptions. They found that the 
task perceptions of low self-esteem subjects were affected by 
a model's attitude; this was not the case for high self-esteem 
subjects. Similar findings had been reported by Weiss (1977,
1978). Thus, self-esteem may play a similar role in the relationship 
between social cueB and job analysis results, such that workers 
with low self-esteem will rely less on their own assessment of 
the situation and be more susceptable to the effects of social
11
cues than will their high self-esteem counterparts.
Intrinsic work orientation. A fourth individual difference 
variable which may affect job analysis data Is intrinsic work 
orientation. O'Connor and Barrett (1980) investigated the 
possibility that workers with an intrinsic work orientation have 
a need to perceive their jobs as more enriched. They found that 
highly intrinsic work oriented employees perceived their jobs 
as more enriched than did low intrinsic work oriented workers.
Similar findings have been reported by Stone (1975). Therefore, 
intrinsic work orientation may also affect job analysis results.
In summary, a number of individual difference variables may 
affect job analysis results, both directly and as moderators of 
the informational cues - job analysis data relationship. These 
variables may similarly influence job analysis results.
Summary
Table 2 presents those variables which have been found to 
influence task perceptions and are thus hypothesized to Influence 
job analysis results. Specifically, informational cues, job 
satisfaction, mental ability, and intrinsic work orientation are 
hypothesized to affect job analysis results directly. Field 
dependence, self-esteem, and mental ability are thought to moderate 
the relationship between informational cues and job analysis results.
A model of the effects of each of these variables on Job 
analysis results is presented in Figure 1. Objective task 
characteristics and social/informational cues are depicted as 
variables in the work environment which influence job analysis
Table 2
Variables hypothesized to influence cask perceptions and job 
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Figure J.: Model depleting the effects of environmental, personal 













data, both directly and also indirectly through job satisfaction.
Job satisfaction is depicted as a personal variable within the 
individual which influences job analysis data directly. Finally, 
the cognitive variables of field dependence and mental ability, 
and the personality variables of self-esteem and Intrinsic work 
orientation are hypothesized to affect job analysis results, either 
directly or as moderators of the informational cues - job analysis 
results relationship.
Purpose
The purpose of the present research is to explore some factors 
which may affect self-report job analysis results. Although no 
research indicates direct relationships between these factors 
and job analysis data, the literature on task perceptions has 
been used as a starting point to explore some variables which 
may bias job analysis results.
Hypotheses 
Effects of Informational Cues
Consistent with the research reviewed earlier (e.g., Salancik 
& Pfeffer, 1977; Salancik 4 Pfeffer, 1978) informational cues 
are proposed to affect job analysis results. Specifically, employees 
receiving positive cues about their job should respond differently 
to job analysis items than workers receiving negative cues. This 
Is suggested by past task perceptions research (O'Reilly & Caldwell, 
1979; White 4 Mitchell, 1979; Weiss 4 Shaw, 1979; O'Connor & Barrett,
15
1980; Griffin, 1983).
Hypothesis 1 : Workers given cues that their jobs are 
enriched should respond differently to job analysis items 
from workers given cues that their jobs are unenriched.
Effects of Job Satisfaction
The research reviewed earlier suggests that there should 
be a direct relationship between job satisfaction and job analysis 
data. Specifically, employees who are more satisfied with their 
job should indicate that certain job elements occur more frequently. 
Research by O'Reilly, Parlette, and Bloom (1980) and by Caldwell 
and O'Reilly (1982) in task perceptions supports this prediction. 
Hypothesis 2 : Satisfied employees will respond differently 
from dissatisfied employees to job analysis items.
Effects of Individual Differences - Cognitive
This study will also investigate the effects of two cognitive 
individual difference variables on Job analysis results.
Field independence. As noted earlier, field independence 
has been studied as a moderator of the Informational cues - task 
perceptions relationship. Research (Weiss & Shaw, 1979; O'Connor 
& Barrett, 1980) has suggested that task perceptions of field 
dependent subjects are more Influenced by informational cues than 
are the task perceptions of field Independent subjects. That 
is, field dependent subjects may be less able to focus on pertinent 
factors and may be more influenced by extraneous factors in their
16
environment (i.e., social and Informational cues). Such an effect 
has been noted In the field of performance appraisal (e.g., Cardy 
& Kehoe, 1984) and has been supported In previous research on 
social information and task perceptions (Weiss & Shaw, 1979; O'Connor 
& Barrett, 1980). This research suggests, therefore, that field 
independence may also moderate the informational cues - job analysis 
results relationship.
Hypothesis 3: Field independence will moderate the 
informational cues - job analysis results relationship such 
that the job analysis data of field dependent subjects will 
be more influenced by informational cues than will the job 
analysis data of field independent subjects.
Mental ability. As suggested by O'Connor and Barrett (1980), 
high mental ability subjects should see their jobs as less enriched 
than do low mental ability subjects, perhaps because they expect 
more stimulation from their work. Therefore, mental ability may 
similarly affect job analysis results.
Hypothesis 4 : High mental ability subjects should respond 
differently from low mental ability subjects to job analysis 
items.
Intelligence and informational cues should also interact 
to affect job analysis results. High mental ability subjects 
may be less affected by informational cues than are low mental 
ability subjects. This is consistent with previous research in
17
task perceptions (O'Connor & Barrett, i960,). Thus, mental ability 
and informational cues should interact to affect job analysis 
results.
Hypothesis 5 : Mental ability will moderate the informational 
cues - job analysis results relationship such that the job 
analysis data of low mental ability subjects will be more 
affected by informational cues than will those of high mental 
ability subjects.
Effects of Individual Differences - Personality
This study will also investigate the effects of two personality 
variables on job analysis data.
Self-esteem. As noted earlier, low self-esteem subjects 
may be more influenced by informational cues than are high 
self-esteem subjects, perhaps because of their diminished trust 
in their own perceptions. Thus, self-esteem should moderate the 
social cues - job analysis data relationship such that low 
self-esteem subjects are more affected by social cues than are 
high self-esteem subjects. This prediction, consistent with the 
work of Weiss and Shaw (1979), is stated below.
Hypothesis 6 : Self-esteem will moderate the informational 
cues - job analysis results relationship, such that the 
effects of informational cues on job analysis results will 
be stronger for low self-esteem subjects than for high 
self-esteem subjects.
Intrinsic work orientation. Workers high in incrlnsic work 
orientation perceive their jobs as more enriched than those low 
on this variable, perhaps because of their greater need to find 
satisfaction in their work (O'Connor & Barrett, I960). Thus, 
workers high in intrinsic work orientation should also differ 
in job analysis ratings from workers low in intrinsic work 
orientation.
Hypothesis 7 : Subjects high in intrinsic work orientation 
will resond differently from workers low on this variable 
to job analysis items.
Overview
Practical considerations preclude testing all 7 hypotheses 
in the field. Since a laboratory setting allows for manipulation 
of informational cues, a laboratory study was used to test the 
effects of informational cues, job satisfaction, field dependence, 
self-esteem, mental ability, and intrinsic work orientation on 
job analysis results. These effects were tested in the laboratory 
across two different tasks. Subsequently, to enhance the external 
validity of the research, a field study was conducted examining 
those variables which do not require manipulation and which can 
be measured in an organizational setting.
LABORATORY STUDY
The laboratory study investigated the effects of informational 
cues, job satisfaction, and the individual difference variables 
of field dependence, self-esteem, mental ability, and intrinsic 
work orientation on job analysis results.
Method
Subjects
Subjects were 129 undergraduate psychology students, 42 males 
and ti7 females. Students received extra-credit for their 
participation.
Procedure
In Phase 1, subjects completed a questionnaire assessing 
field dependence, self-esteem, mental ability, and intrinsic work 
orientation. This phase required approximately one hour. In 
Phase 2, which was conducted about one week later, subjects were
19
20
randomly assigned to an informational cue condition (positive 
or negative) and to a task (stockbroker or construction, described 
below). Subjects worked on the task for about 75 minutes, and 
then completed a measure of job satisfaction and a job analysis 
instrument•
Tasks. The two tasks in Phase 2 consisted of a clerical task 
similar to that used by White and Mitchell (1979), as well as 
a construction task. Subjects in the clerical task were required 
to look up and record stock prices, calculate and record the 
percentage price change in stocks from day to day, graph these 
price changes, and make recommendations to potential clients based 
upon these calculations. The Instructions and materials used 
in this task are given in Appendix A.
Subjects in the construction task assembled wooden models 
of dinosaurs. Subjects were required to sort the pieces of their 
models from a common pile of pieces, fit these pieces into a board, 
and assemble the models based upon instructions provided with 
the models. Instructions for the construction task may be seen 
in Appendix B.
Subjects worked on their respective tasks for approximately 
75 minutes. They then completed the final questionnaire containing 
the job satisfaction measure and the job analysis instrument.
Thus, Phase 2 required approximately 90 minutes altogether. 
Manipulations
Informational cues. Manipulation of informational cues was 
accomplished in a manner similar to that used by White and Mitchell
21
1 1979^- Work groups consisted of two to four naive subjects and 
one confederate. The confederates, four male undergraduate students, 
verbally expressed their feelings toward the task several times 
during the work session. Three aspects of the job were stressed: 
the task itself, the importance of the output, and the importance 
of one's performance on the task. In the positive informational 
cues condition, for example, the confederate remarked that the 
task was enjoyable, or that it seemed to be important. In the 
unenriched cues condition, the task was described by the confederate 
as an unimportant job requiring limited skill. Further, as in 
White and Mitchell (1979) the confederates in positive cues condition 
worked more quickly than those in the negative cues condition.
The cues expressed by the confederates are given in Appendix C 
for both tasks.
Measures
A number of measures of individual differences were administered 
to subjects in Phase 1. A measure of job satisfaction and the 
job analysis instrument were Included in the post-session 
questionnaire admlninstered in Phase 2.
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured using the 
short version of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ;
Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967). These authors report 
a median internal reliability coefficient of .90 for this scale.
In the laboratory study, the intrinsic job satisfaction subscale 
(.items 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 16, and 20) was used, 
as its items were more pertinent to the laboratory tasks. This
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intrinsic satisfaction subscale was found to have a coefficient 
alpha of .86 based on a sample of 128 subjects. The MSQ can be 
seen in Appendix D.
Field dependence. Field dependence was assessed using the 
Hidden Figures Test (Jackson, Messick, & Myers, 1964). This 
instrument was found to be highly correlated with other measures 
of field dependence (Witkln, et al., 1971). Dobbins (1985) found 
the Hidden Figures Test to have coefficient alpha of .84. In 
this study, a coefficient alpha of .84 was also obtained, based 
on a sample of 129 subjects. This instrument may be seen in Appendix 
E.
Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured by Rosenberg's (1965) 
measure of self-esteem (see Appendix F). As noted by Rosenberg, 
this 10-item measure has been found to have satisfactory internal 
consistency. In this study, this measure was found to have a 
coefficient alpha of .80, based on a sample of 129.
Mental ability. Mental ability was measured using the Wonderlic 
Personnel Test. This is a 50-item, multiple-choice and short—answer 
measure. The Wonderlic has been found to have adequate reliability 
(Anastasi, 1976; Schmidt, 1985). Further, because it is quickly 
administered (12 minutes), it is more convenient than most other 
measures of mental ability. It has been found to have adequate 
construct validity, correlating .91 to .93 with the Weschler Adult 
Intelligence Scale - Full Scale I.Q. (E.F. Wonderlic, 1983).
In the current study, the Wonderlic was found to have a coefficient 
alpha of .78, based on a sample of 129.
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Intrinsic work orientation. Intrinsic work orientation was 
assessed using three subscales of the Survey of Work Values (Wollack, 
et al., 1971). These workers found that the coefficient alpha 
of these three subscales ranged from .33 to .63. The three measures 
were summed into a measure of intrinsic work orientation as in 
O'Connor and Barrett (1980). In this study, this measure of 
intrinsic work orientation was found to have a coefficient alpha 
of .67, based on a sample of 129. This measure may be seen in 
Appendix C.
Job analysis instrument. The Job analysis tool used in this 
study was the Job Components Inventory (JCI; Banks, Jackson,
Stafford, & Warr, 1983). The JCI examines five dimensions of 
the job; the Use of Tools and Equipment, Physical and Perceptual 
Skills, Mathematics, Communicating with Others, and Decision-Making 
and Responsibility. The JCI has been shown to have adequate 
reliability as measured by supervisor-incumbent agreement, as 
well as to discriminate between and within occupational areas 
(Banks, et al., 1983; Banks & Miller, 1984). The apparent 
sensitivity of the JCI makes it appropriate for use in this study. 
Coeflclent alphas obtained for each JCI dimension are in Table 
3. The JCI may be seen in Appendix H.
As a test of the ability of the JCI to detect differences 
between Jobs, each of the JCI items across the two tasks was 
regressed onto task. This analysis revealed that for 41 of 132 
JCI items significant differences (j><.01) were found between the 
two tasks. Furthermore, for 30 of the JCI items differences between
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Table 3
Coefficient alpha for JCI dimensions and desirability variables,
laboratory study
Variable Alpha
Use of tools and equipment**** .94
Perceptual and physical skills*** .87
Mathematics* .97
Communicating with others*** .92








the Cwo Casks accounted for at least 10 percent of the variance* 
Thus, the JCI demonstrated some sensitivity to differences between 
tasks•
Pretest of the Job Analysis Instrument
The JCI has been analyzed using each item and dimension as 
dependent measures tBanks, et a l ., 1983; Banks & Miller, 1984). 
However, the work of Smith and Hakel (1979) suggests that extremely 
desirable and undesirable items may be more affected by the 
Independent variables. For example, satisfied employees might 
be expected to rate more desirable items as occurring more often 
than would dissatisfied employees.
Thus, the JCI was administered to 40 undergraduate psychology
students who were asked to rate each item on a seven-point scale
in terms of its desirability. This questionnaire is given in 
Appendix I. Based upon these ratings, the 132 JCI items were 
ranked in order of their desirability. Because contrasts between 
the most and least desirable items were of interest, the bottom 
one-seventh of the items and the top one-seventh of the items 
were combined and named Low Desirability and High Desirability, 
respectively. In the laboratory study, Low Desirability and High 
Desirability were found to have coefficient alphas of .94 and 
.81 respectively. The items contained in each of these subscales
are listed in Appendix J.
Analyses
Hypotheses 1, 3, 4, and 7 predict that informational cues, 
job satisfaction, mental ability, and intrinsic work orientation
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will have main effects on job analysis results. These predictions
were tested by regressing each item of the JCI, the two desirability
variables, and the five JCI dimensions onto these predictor
variables. While no main effects were predicted for self-esteem 
and field independence, they were also included as predictors
to explore other possible influences on job analysis results.
Hypotheses 3, 5, and 6 predict moderator effects for the 
individual difference variables of field dependence, mental ability, 
and self-esteem on the relationship between informational cues 
and job analysis results. These hypotheses were tested through 
the procedures recommended by Cohen and Cohen (1983). Specifically, 
each item of the JCI, the two desirability variables, and the 
five JCI dimensions were each regressed onto the following three 
sets of predictor variables: 1) informational cues, 2) the moderator 
variable (i.e., mental ability, self-esteem, or field independence;, 
and 3) the interaction of informational cues with the moderator 
variable. These three sets of variables were forced to enter 
a regression equation in sequential order. Moderator effects 
were indicated by a significant increase in variance from the 
addition of the interaction.
Multivariate analysis of variance would be the most efficient 
statistical analysis for determining the effects of several 
independent variables across many dependent measures since it 
controls for Type I error (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). This was 
not possible, however, since MANOVA requires substantially more 
observations than dependent measures. Thus, instead of using
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MANOVA to control for Type I error, alpha was set at the conservative 
level of >01 (Kirk, 1962).
Additional Analyses Controlling for Task Differences
Controlling for the effects of task on each dependent variable 
would be useful to determine if the predictors account for variance 
above and beyond true task differences. Therefore, the dependent 
measures were regressed onto the task variable across the two 
laboratory studies. The residuals thus obtained were then regressed 
onto the independent variables for each laboratory task.
Because the results for the original analyses and post hoc 
analyses were identical, it was determined that the main effects 
found for each dependent variable were not the result of the task.
Results
Predictor variables were correlated to detect high 
intercorrelations. These analyses revealed a significant correlation 
between the measures of mental ability and field independence,
_r-.25, £<.005. The correlation matrix for these independent 
variables, as well as means, standard deviations, and coefficient 
alphas for each predictor variable are given in Table 4.
Stockbroker Study
Data for a total of 65 subjects was collected in the Stockbroker 
Study. Thirty-seven of these were in the positive cues condition 
(15 male, 22 female), and twenty-eight were in the negative cues 
condition (7 male, 21 female). Means and standard deviations 
for each JCI item, JCI dimension, and desirability variable may 
be seen in Table 5.
Manipulation check. To check the effectiveness of the social 
cues manipulation, two randomly-selected work sessions were 
videotaped and rated by two graduate student raters. These raters 
were asked to note the number of times the confederate gave either 
positive or negative cues about the task. These ratings indicated 
that in the positive cues condition, confederates gave an average 
of 8 positive and 0.5 negative verbal and nonverbal cues. In 
the negative cues condition, confederates gave an average of 0 
positive and 15 negative cues. Ratings of the two judges across 
the two tasks were significantly correlated (r«.55, £<.05). Thus, 




Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelatlons of predictors, 
laboratory study
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Cues 1.47 0.50 -
2. MSQ Int 43.82 7.81 -.13 ( -86)
3. Wonderlic 23.11 5.24 -.02 -.04 (.78)
4. Int Work. Or 88.00 6.57 .03 .17 .00 (.67)
5. Field Dep 9.44 5.57 -.05 -.02 .25* -.04 (.84)
6. Self-esteem 38.80 5.21 .04 .08 -.04 -.07 -.11 (.60)
Note: Internal consistency reliability estimates (coefficient alphas) 
appear in diagonals, where appropriate* N=129, except for MSQ (N=*128). 
* £<.005.
Table 5
Means and standard deviations for JCI Items, JCI dimensions, 
and desirability variables, Stockbroker Study
Variable M SD
Use of tools 43.28 14.17
1. For marking or drawing 3.4 .79
2. For measuring 2.5 1.24
3. Other measurements 2.3 1 .08
4. For hitting, hammering 1.4 .95
5. For tightening 1.4 .82
6. For roughing 1.6 .95
7. For holding 1.5 .92
8. For joining 1.9 1.13
9. For cutting with heat 1.2 .77
10. For heating 1.5 1.00
11. For cutting 1.5 1.02
12. For boring 1.4 .93
13. Special chemicals 1.2 .58
14. For applying fluid 1.3 .76
13. For cleaning 1.4 .80
16. For spreading 1.2 .56
17. For digging 1.2 .56
18. For mixing 1.2 .61




20. For lifting 1.2 .60
21. Keyboard machines 2.9 1.26
22. Printing equipment 1.7 1.06
23. Communicating 2.2 1.21
24. Magnifying tools 1.5 .83
23. Other tools 1 .8 1.09
26. Maintain machines 1.7 1.04
Perceptual and Phys. Skills 46.3 11 .77
27. Carry, push, pull 1.4 .85
28. Strength 1.5 .85
29. Bend, stretch, reach 1 .9 1.09
30. Sense of balance 1 .8 1.16
31. Move body skilfully 1.8 1.09
32. Move hands quickly 2.5 1.11
33. Skilful finger movements 2.9 1.09
34. Skilful hand movements 2.8 1.05
33. Steady arm 2.9 .97
36. Make adjustments 2.2 1.11
37. Concentrate on a lot 2.6 1.08
38. Concentrate 3.3 .86




40. React quickly 2.1 1.17
41. Imagine shape 2.3 1.14
42. Do close up work 2.7 1.24
43. Distinguish color 1.6 .97
44. Need sense of color 1.3 .05
45. Distinguish 3ound 1 .2 .60
46. Taste things 1.1 .46
47. Sense of smell 1.1 .34
48. Sense of touch 1.4 .69
49. Sense of humor 2.5 1.22
Mathematics 110.2 29.62
50. Use measurement 2.7 1.21
51. Make measurements 2.1 1.21
52. Perimeter of squares 1.3 .76
53. Perimeter of triangles 1.3 .71
54. Perimeter of circles 1.3 .72
55. Perimeter - other shapes 1.3 .77
56. Measurements of area 1.4 .86
57. Area of squares 1.3 .70
58. Area of triangles 1.3 .71
59. Area of circles 1.2 .57
Table 5 (continued)
Variable M SD
60. Area of other shapes 1.3 . 66
61. Pythagorean theorem 1.3 .79
62. Measurements of weight 1.3 . 66
63. Measure weight 1.2 .57
64. Measurements of volume 1.3 .77
63. Measure volume 1.3 .64
66. Calculate volume 1.3 .83
67. Calculate time 1.7 1.13
68. Use decimal clock 1.6 1.07
69. Measurements of speed 1.5 1.03
70. Measure speed 1.5 1.01
71. Calculate speed 1.6 1.10
72. Other measurements 1.7 1.12
73. Make estimates 2.7 1 .23
74. Use numbers at all 3.8 .57
73. Add/subtract 2.3 1.36
76. Multiply/divide 3.8 .61
77. Use square roots 1.6 1.02
78. Calculate square roots 1.5 1.01
79. Use fractions 2.4 1.39




81. Multiply fractions 2.3 1.36
82. Use decimals 3.7 .81
83. Add decimals 2.4 1.38
84. Multiply decimals 3.6 .89
83. Use percentages 3.6 1.04
86. Calculate percentages 3.3 1.17
87. Mathematical conversions 2,4 1.37
88. Use ratios 2.3 1.31
89. Calculations with ratios 2.1 1.37
90. Round off numbers 3.6 .79
91. Use averages 2.8 1.39
92. Calculate averages 2.5 1.44
93. Trigonometry 1.4 .97
94. Use algebra 1.8 1.17
95. Geometry 1.5 1.02
96. Use Roman numerals 1.4 .94
97. Read charts 3.3 1.18
98. Read graphs 3.5 .99
99. Read plans, maps 1.9 1.23
100. Read diagrams 2.0 1.29




102. Solve problems 1.8 1.17
103. Fill In time sheet 1.6 1.12
Communicating with others 45.6 14.51
104. Complete forms 2.2 1.30
105. Write reports 2.6 1.33
106. Receive written Info. 3.0 1 .22
107. Look up written info. 2.9 1.32
108. Use manual 3.1 1.07
109. React to signals 2.1 1.20
110. Use coding 1.9 1 .14
111. Fill in record book 2.4 1.35
112. Advise clients 3.2 1.20
113. Advise coworkers 2.9 1.20
114. Negotiate w/cllents 2.5 1.35
115. Negotiate w/coworkers 2.5 1.26
116. Persuade clients 3.1 1.21
117. Persuade coworkers 2.1 1.24
116. Train people 2.0 1.13
119. Interview people 1.6 1.10
120. Give talks 1.8 1.06




122. File things 1.8 1 .06
Responsibility 22.7 5.82
123. Decide order of work. 3.0 1 .07
124. Decide methods 2.8 1 .09
125. Decide what tools 2.7 1.13
126. Decide if problem 2.6 1.06
127 . Inspect own work 2.5 1.14
128. Could one be injured 1.2 .52
129. Could tools be damaged 1.3 . t>7
130. Time lost if mistake 2.2 1.00
131. Take special precautions 1.7 1.09
132. Responsible for a lot 2.7 .90
Low Desirability 25.0 8.49
Hign Desirability 51,1 8.97
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Main Effects
Effects of Social Cues
Hypothesis 1 predicted differences between subjects in the 
negative cues condition from those in the positive cues condition 
on job analysis items. This hypothesis was tested by regressing 
each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and each job analysis 
item onto social cues.
No main effects for social cues were found. Social cues 
had no effect on the any of the JCI items, JCI dimensions, or 
the desirability variables.
Job Satisfaction
Hypothesis 2 predicted that satisfied employees would respond 
differently from dissatisfied employees to job analysis items.
This hypothesis was tested by regressing each JCI dimension, each 
desirability variable, and each job analysis item onto job 
satisfaction. Significant results for these regressions are given 
in Table 6.
As Table 6 indicates, significant, positive b-welghts were 
obtained fur job satisfaction on one JCI item. These resultB 
indicate that satisfied subjects rated this item higher than did 
dissatisfied subjects. No effects were found for any of the JCI 
dimensions nor for the desirability variables.
Mental Ability
Hypothesis A predicted that subjects high in mental ability 
would respond differently to job analysis items than would subjects 
low In mental ability. This hypothesis was tested by regressing
38
Table 6
Significant b-welghts for main effects regressions of job 
satisfaction. Stockbroker Study
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wt
76. Multiply, divide numbers .03** .44
** £<.003
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each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and each job analysis 
item onto mental ability. The significant results of these analyses 
may be seen In Table 7.
As Table 7 indicates, mental ability affected only one JCI 
item, such that those higher in mental ability rated this item 
as occurring more freqently. Mental ability did not affect any 
of the JCI dimensions or the desirability variables.
Intrinsic Work Orientation
Hypothesis 7 predicted that subjects high in intrinsic work 
orientation would respond differently to job analysis items than 
would subjects low in Intrinsic work orientation. This hypothesis 
was tested by regressing each JCI dimension, each desirability 
variable, and each job analysis item onto intrinsic work orientation. 
Significant results for these regressions are given in Table 8.
As Table 8 indicates, intrinsic work orientation affected 
12 JCi Items such that subjects high In intrinsic work orientation 
rated these items as occurring less frequently than did subjects 
low on this variable. Similar effects were found for the Low 
Desirability variable. No effects were found for the JCI dimensions. 
Unhypothesized Main Effects
Field Independence. The effects of field independence were 
tested by regressing each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, 
and each job analysis Item onto field dependence. Significant 
results for these regressions are given In Table 9. As Table 
9 indicates, field Independence affected the JCI dimension of 
Mathematics such that field independent subjects rated items in
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Table 7
Significant b-weights for main effects regressions of mental ability,
Stockbroker Study
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wt
121. Receive complaints .08* .36
* £ < *01
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Table 8
Significant b-welghts for main effects regressions of intrinsic 
work orientation, Stockbroker Study
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wt
14. For painting, applying fluids -.06** *i
20. Other equipment -.05** -.44
25. Any other kinds of equipment - .08* -.37
46. Good sense of taste - .04** -.41
47. Cood sense of smell -.03** -.44
56. Use measurements of area -.07** -.45
57. Calculate area of rectangles -.06* -.42
t>8. Use a 24-hour, decimal clock — • 1 1*^ -.53
120. Give talks -.09** - .48
121. Receive complaints - .U8* -.37
122. File things -.09** -.44
130. Time lost if mistake -.07* -.39
Low Desirability -.66* -.40
* £<.01 ** £<.005 *** £<.001 **** £<..0005
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Table 9
Significant b-welghts for main effects regressions of field 
Independence, Stockbroker Study
Variable b-welght Standardized b-wt
Mathematics -1.78* -.36
68. Use a 24-hour, decimal clock -.07* -.37
101. Use computer language -.08* -.34
103. Fill in time sheet -.07* -.37
104. Complete standard forais -.09** -.40
105. Write notes, letters -.09* -.38
119. Interview people -.07* -.39
120. Give talks - .06* l/*'lr*i*1
121. Receive complaints -.07* i *
131. Special precautions -.07* -.37
* £<.01 ** £<.005
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this dimension as occurring less frequently than did field dependent 
subjects. These effects were also found for nine JCI items.
No effects were found for any of the JCI dimensions or for the 
desirability variables.
Self-esteem. The effects of self-esteem were tested by 
regressing each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and 
each job analysis item onto self-esteem. Significant results 
for these regressions are given in Table 10. As can be seen, 
self-esteem affected four JCI items such that subjects high in 
self-esteem rated them as occurring more frequently than did subjects 
low in self-esteem. No effects were found for the JCI dimensions 
or for the desirability variables.
Moderator Effects
Field Independence
Hypothesis 3 stated that field independence will moderate 
the Informational cues - job analysis relationship such that the 
job analysis data of field dependent subjects will be more influenced 
by informational cues than will the job analysis data of field 
independent subjects. This hypothesis was tested by regressing 
each of the JCI dimensions, each of the desirability variables, 
and each job analysis item onto 1) informational cues, 2) field 
Independence, and 3) the interaction of these two variables. 
Predictors were forced into the equation in a sequential order. 
Moderator effects would be indicated by a significant increase 
in variance from the addition of the interaction.
No moderator effects were found for field independence on
Table 10
Significant b-weights for main effects regressions of self-esteem.
Stockbroker Study
Variable b-welght Standardized b-wt
22. Printing equipment .07** .40
23. Equipment for communications .09** .41
25. Any other kinds of equipment ,0(j**** .43
126. Decide if goes wrong .06* .34
* £<-01 ** £<.005 **** £<.0005
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the JCI items, JCI dimensions, or desirability variables.
Mental Ability
Hypothesis 5 stated that mental ability will moderate the 
informational cues - job analysis relationship such that the job 
analysis data of low mental ability subjects will be more influenced 
by informational cues than will the job analysis data of high 
mental ability subjects. This hypothesis was tested by regressing 
each of the JCI dimensions, each of the desirability variables, 
and each job analysis item onto I) informational cues, 2) mental 
ability and 3) the interaction of these two variables. Predictors 
were forced into the equation in a sequential order. Moderator 
effects would be Indicated by a significant increase in variance 
from the addition of the interaction.
No moderator effects were found for mental ability on any 
of the JCI items, JCI dimensions, or desirability variables. 
Self-esteem
Hypothesis 6 stated that self-esteem will moderate the 
informational cues - job analysis relationship such that the job 
analysis data of subjects with low self-esteem will be more 
influenced by informational cues than will the job analysis data 
of high self-esteem subjects. This hypothesis was tested by 
regressing each of the JCI dimensions, each of the desirability 
variables, and each job analysis item onto I) informational cues,
2} self-esteem, and 3) the interaction of these two variables 
in a sequential order. The significant results of these analyses 
are given in Table 11.
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Table 11
Interaction b-welght, total R-squared, differences In R-squared, and
F-valuea for difference In R-squared for Interaction of self-esteem 
and social cues. Stockbroker Study
Variable b-wt Total R-Sq 4R-Sq F
14. Painting, applying fluids -.05 .17 .L4 9.07*
110. Use coding -.08 .13 .13 8.54*
* £ < . 0 1
47
Moderator effects for self-esteem were found for two of the 
Job analysis items. Both of these effects were in a direction 
opposite of that predicted. That is, the b-welght for the 
interaction term was negative, indicating that subjects with high 
self-esteem were more affected by social cues than were subjects 
with low self-esteem. No effects were found for any of the JCI 
dimensions or for the desirability variables.
Summary of the Stockbroker Study
In summary, the main effects predicted for social cues 
(Hypothesis 1), job satisfaction (Hypothesis 2), and mental ability 
(Hypothesis 4) on job analysis results were not supported in the 
Stockbroker Study. Main effects were found for intrinsic work 
orientation. Specifically, as predicted by Hypothesis 7, subjects 
high in Intrinsic work orientation reported that JCI items occurred 
less frequently. In addition to the hypothesized main effects, 
two unhypothesized main effects were revealed. Specifically, 
high self-esteem workers reported that JCI items occurred more 
frequently than did low self-esteem workers, and field Independent 
workers reported that JCI items occurred less frequently than 
did field dependent workers.
No support was found for Hypothesis 3, that field 
independence would moderate the informational cues - job analysis 
data relationship. Similarly, the moderator effects of mental 
ability (Hypothesis 5) were not supported, tfeak moderator effects 
were found for self-esteem; however, the direction of such effects 
were contrary to the direction predicted in Hypothesis 6.
4 8
Construction Study 
Data for a total of 64 subjects were collected in the 
construction study. Thirty-two of these were in the positive 
cues condition (11 male, 21 female), and thirty-two were in the 
negative cues condition (9 male, 23 female). Means and standard 
deviations for each JCI item, JCI dimension, and desirability 
variable may be seen in Table 12.
Manipulation check. To check the effectiveness of the social 
cues manipulation, two randomly-selected work sessions were 
videotaped and rated by two graduate student raters. These raters 
were asked to note the number of times the confederate gave either 
positive or negative cues about the task. These ratings indicated 
that confederates in the positive cues condition gave an average 
of 7 positive and 0 negative verbal and nonverbal cues, while 
in the confederates in negative cues condition gave an average 
of U positive and 13 negative cues. As noted earlier, ratings 
of the two judges across the two tasks were significantly correlated 
i,r".55, £<.05). Thus, the social cues manipulation was considered 
adequate.
Main Effects
Effects of Social Cues
Hypothesis 1 predicted differences in Job analysis ratings 
between subjects in the negative cues condition and those in the 
positive cues condition. This hypothesis was tested by regressing 
each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and each Job analysis 
item onto social cues. Social cues had no effect on any of the
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Table 12
Means and standard deviations for JCI Items, JCI dimensions, 
and desirability variables, Construction Study
Variable M SD
Use of tools 38.0 16.51
1. For marking or drawing 1.6 1.04
2 . For measuring 1.7 1.14
3. Ocher measuremenCs 1.5 .86
4. For hitting, hammering 1.4 .91
3. For tighCening 1.4 .92
6. For roughing 1.5 .94
7. For holding 1.8 1.13
8. For joining 1.5 .96
9. For cuCCing with heat 1.3 .67
10. For heating 1.4 .94
11. For cutting 1.5 .93
12. For boring 1.4 .81
13. Special chemicals 1.2 .60
14. For applying fluid 1.4 .89
15. For cleaning 1.3 .75
16. For spreading 1.3 .71
17. For digging 1.3 .80
18. For mixing 1.3 .69




20. For lifting 1.5 1.01
21. Keyboard machines 1.5 1.02
22. Printing equipment 1.5 .96
23. Communicating 1.6 1.06
24. Magnifying tools 1.3 .72
25. Other tools 1.7 1.06
26. Maintain machines 1.5 .98
Perceptual and Phys. Skills 54.0 10.19
27. Carry, push, pull 1.5 .89
26. Strength 1.7 .93
29. Bend, stretch, reach 2.4 1.12
30. Sense of balance 2.4 1.05
31. Move body skilfully 2.2 1.13
32. Move hands quickly 2.7 .97
33. Skilful finger movements 3.1 .96
34. Skilful hand movements 3.1 1 .02
35. Steady arm 3.3 .74
36. Make adjustments 2.4 1.13
37. Concentrate on a lot 3.0 .92
38. Concentrate 3.4 .68
39. Compare stimuli 2.8 1.10
Table 12 (continued)
Variable M SD
40. React quickly 2.1 1.09
41. Imagine shape 3.1 .89
42. Do close up work 3.1 .92
43. Distinguish color 1.6 .97
44. Need sense of color 1.4 .72
43. Distinguish sound 1.3 . 64
46. Taste things 1.1 .40
47. Sense of smell 1.2 .61
48. Sense of touch 2.3 1.14
49. Sense of humor 3.1 1.07
Mathematics 82.8 33.76
30. Use measurement 2.4d 1.20
31. Make measurements 1.6 .92
32. Perimeter of squares 1 .4 .79
53. Perimeter of triangles 1.4 .79
54. Perimeter of circles 1.2 .52
55. Perimeter - other shapes 1.5 .80
56. Measurements of area 1.5 .91
57. Area of squares 1.5 .86
58. Area of triangles 1.3 .77




60. Area of other shapes 1.5 .87
61. Pythagorean theorem 1.3 .85
62. Measurements of weight 1.4 .79
63. Measure weight 1.3 .64
t>4. Measurements of volume 1.3 .71
65. Measure volume 1.2 .53
66. Calculate volume 1.2 .57
b7. Calculate time 1.5 .89
68. Use decimal clock 1.4 .79
69. Measurements of speed 1 .4 -81
70. Measure speed 1.2 .65
71. Calculate speed 1.3 .78
72. Other measurements 1.4 .79
73. Make estimates 2.7 1.03
74. Use numbers at all 3.0 1.1b
75. Add/subtract 1.7 1.12
76. Multiply/divide 1.6 1.02
77. Use square roots 1.3 .82
78. Calculate square roots 1.3 . 86
79. Use fractions 1.4 .94




81. Multiply fractions 1.4 .87
82. Use decimals 1.6 1 .05
83. Add decimals 1.5 1.00
84. Multiply decimals 1.5 .98
85. Use percentages 1 .5 .93
86. Calculate percentages 1.4 .89
67. Mathematical conversions 1.4 .94
88. Use ratios 1.5 .67
89. Calculations with ratios 1.3 .76
90. Round off numbers 1.4 .90
91. Use averages 1.5 .93
92. Calculate averages 1.4 .65
93. Trigonometry 1.3 .75
94. Use algebra 1.3 .73
95. Geometry 1.5 .91
96. Use Roman numerals 1.3 .74
97. Read charts 2.2 1.22
98. Read graphs 1.6 .97
99. Read plans, maps 2.7 1.24
100. Read diagrams 2.4 1.24




102. Solve problems 1.4 .87
103. Fill in time sheet 1.5 .93
Communicating with others 34.1 11.81
104. Complete forms 1.3 .71
105. Write reports 1.5 .99
106. Receive written info. 2.7 1.27
107. Look up written info. 2.1 1.28
108. Use manual 3.1 1.1
109. React to signals 1.8 1.13
110. Use coding 2.2 1.28
111. Fill in record book 1.4 .94
112. Advise clients 1.7 1.07
113. Advise coworkers 2.3 1.02
114, Negotiate w/clients 1.6 .97
115. Negotiate w/coworkers 2.2 1.18
116. Persuade clients 1.3 .67
117. Persuade coworkers 1.6 .87
118. Train people 1.6 1.09
119. Interview people 1.2 .48
120. Give talks 1.4 .79




122. File things 1.7 1.12
Responsibility 24.2 5.79
123. Decide order of work 3.2 1.00
124. Decide methods 3.2 .97
125. Decide what tools 2.6 1.26
126. Decide if problem 3.3 .76
127. Inspect own work 3.0 .99
128. Could one be injured 1.3 .76
129. Could tools be damaged 1.8 1.07
130. Time lost if mistake 2.0 .92
131. Take special precautions 1.5 .91
132. Responsible for a lot 2.2 1.05
Low Desirability 25.0 9.32
High Desirability 44.2 9.40
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JCI items, JCI dimensions, or desirability variables.
Job Satisfaction
Hypothesis 2 predicted that satisfied employees would respond 
differently from dissatisfied employees to Job analysis items.
This hypothesis was tested by regressing each JCI dimension, each 
desirability variable, and each job analysis item onto job 
satisfaction. Significant results for these regressions are given 
in Table 13.
As Table 13 indicates, two JCI items were significantly affected 
by job satisfaction. Specifically, satisfied subjects reported 
that items occurred more frequently than did dissatisfied employees. 
No effects were found for any of the JCI dimensions or for the 
desirability variables.
Mental Ability
Hypothesis 4 predicted that subjects high In mental ability 
would respond differently from subjects low in mental ability 
to job analysis items. This hypothesis was tested by regressing 
each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and each job analysis 
item onto mental ability. Significant results for these regressions 
are given in Table 14.
Mental ability affected two JCI dimensions: Use of Tools 
and Equipment and Mathematics. Specifically, subjects high in 
mental ability reported that items of these dimensions occurred 
less frequently than did low mental ability subjects. Similar 




Significant b-welghts for main effects regressions of job 
satisfaction, Construction Study
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wt
50• Use measures of length, size .06* .35
51. Measure length, distance, size .05*** .Ul
* £<-01 *** £<.001
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Table 14
Significant b-welghts for main effects regressions of mental ability,
Construction Study
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wts
Use of tools and equipment -1.54*** -.47
1. For marking, drawing -.08** -.41
2. For measuring -.09** -.38
8. For joining together -.07* -.37
9* For joining, cutting by heat -.06*** -.47
11. For cutting, sawing, shearing -.07* -.39
12. For boring holes, shaping -.07*** -.46
15. For cleaning -.06* -.37
16. For spreading materials -.06** i » ■C-
20. For lifting, supporting -.07* -.37
22. Printing equipment -.09*** - . 4b
23. Equipment for communications -.12***** -.55
27. Carry, push, pull heavy objects -.08** -.43
29. Bend, stretch, or reach -.09** 0 •1
Mathematics -2.5* -.37
56. Use measurements of area -.06* -.36
58. Calculate area of triangles -.06** -.41
59. Calculate area of circles -.04* *1
82. Use decimals -.08* -.37
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Table 14, continued
Variable b-welght Standardized b-wt
83. Add, subtract decimals -.08* -.38
86. Calculate percentages -.06* i * UJ O'
87. Mathematical conversions -.08** -.45
90. Round off numbers -.07* -.38
91. Use averages -.08** -.44
92. Calculate averages -.07** -.41
101. Use computer language -.09**** -.49
102. Decide how to solve problem -.07* -.38
109. Use signals -.08* -.35
Low Desirability - .84*** -. 46




Hypothesis 7 predicted that subjects high in intrinsic work 
orientation would respond differently from subjects low in intrinsic 
work orientation to JCI items. This hypothesis was tested by 
regressing each job analysis dimension, each desirability variable, 
and each job analysis item onto intrinsic work orientation.
Intrinsic work orientation did not affect any of the JCI items,
JCI dimensions, or desirability variables.
Unhypothe2ed Main Effects
Field Independence. The effects of field independence were 
tested by regressing each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, 
and each job analysis item onto field independence. Field 
independence did not affect any of the dependent variables.
Self-esteem. The effects of self-esteem were tested by 
regressing each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and 
each job analysis item onto self-esteem. Self-esteem did not 




Hypothesis 3 stated that field independence will moderate 
the informational cues - job analysis relationship such that the 
job analysis data of field dependent subjects will be more influenced 
by Informational cues than will the job analysis data of field 
independent subjects. This hypothesis was tested by regressing 
each of the JCI dimensions, each of the desirability variables,
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and each job analysis item onto 1) informational cues, 2) field 
independence, and 3) the interaction of these two variables. 
Predictors were forced into the equation in a sequential order. 
Moderator effects would be indicated by a significant increase 
in variance from the addition of the interaction.
No moderator effects for field independence were found for 
any of the JCI items, JCI dimensions, or desirability variables. 
Mental Ability
Hypothesis 5 stated that mental ability will moderate the 
informational cues - job analysis relationship such that the job 
analysis data of low mental ability subjects will be more influenced 
by informational cues than will the job analysis data of high 
mental ability subjects. This hypothesis was tested by regressing 
each of the JCI dimensions, each of the desirability variables, 
and each job analysis item onto I) informational cues, 2) mental 
ability and 3) the interaction of these two variables. Predictors 
were forced into the equation in a sequential order. Moderator 
effects would be indicated by a significant increase in variance 
from the addition of the interaction.
No moderator effects for mental ability were found on any 
of the JCI items, JCI dimensions, or desirability variables. 
Self-esteem
Hypothesis 6 stated that self-esteem will moderate the 
informational cues - job analysis relationship such that the job 
analysis data of subjects with low self-esteem will be more 
influenced by informational cues than will the job analysis data
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of high self-esteem subjects. This hypothesis was tested by 
regressing each of the JCI dimensions, each of the desirability 
variables, and each job analysis Item onto 1) informational cues,
2) self-esteem, and 3) the interaction of these two variables. 
Predictors were forced into the equation in a sequential order. 
Moderator effects would be indicated by a significant increase 
in variance from the addition of the interaction. The results 
of these analyses are given in Table 15.
Moderator effects were found for one JCI item, and this effect 
was in the predicted direction. That is, the job analysis ratings 
of subjects with lower self-esteem were less affected by social 
cues than were those with higher self-esteem. No effects were 
found for the JCI dimensions or for the desirability variables. 
Summary of the Construction Study
In summary, contrary to Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 2, and 
Hypothesis 7, social cues job satisfaction, and intrinsic work 
orientation did not affect job analysis data. In addition, 
unhypothesized main effects for field independence and self-esteem 
were not found. However, main effects were found for mental 
ability. Specifically, as predicted by Hypothesis 4, high mental 
ability subjects indicated that job analysis items occurred less 
frequently than did low mental ability subjects.
Little support was found for the moderator effects of field 
independence (Hypothesis 3) and mental ability (Hypothesis 5) 
on the informational cues - Job analysis reBultB relationship.
One moderator effect was found for self-esteem (Hypothesis 6);
Table 15
Interaction b-welght, total R-gguared, differences In R-squared, and 
F-valuea for difference in R-squared for interaction of self-esteem, 
and social cues, Construction Study
Variable b-wt Total R-Sq 4R~Sq F
39. Pick out stimulus .09 .15 .13 8.95*
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as predicted, those low in self-esteem were more Influenced by 
social cues than were those high in self-esteem.
Summary of the Laboratory Study
In summary, numerous variables affected job analysis data 
in the laboratory study. First, mental ability affected job analysis 
ratings in the Construction Study, but not in the Stockbroker 
Study. Specifically, high mental ability subjects reported that 
JCI items occurred less frequently than did low mental ability 
subjects. Second, effects for intrinsic work orientation were 
found in the Stockbroker Study, but not in the Construction Study. 
Subjects high in intrinsic work orientation reported that JCI 
items occurred less frequently than did subjects low on intrinsic 
work orientation. Third, field independent subjects reported 
that JCI items occurred less frequently than did field dependent 
subjects, but only in the Stockbroker Study. Fourth, subjects 
high in self-esteem reported that JCI items occurred more frequently 
than did low self-esteem subjects, but only in the Stockbroker 
Study. Minimal main effects were found for job satisfaction in 
either laboratory study.
No main effects were obtained for social cues in either the 
Stockbroker or Construction Tasks. In addition, neither field 
independence nor mental ability moderated the social cues - Job 
analysis relationship in either study. Weak moderator effects 
were obtained for self-esteem in the Stockbroker Study, but these 
effects contradicted the hypothesis. A moderator effect for 
self-esteem was found in the Construction Study, but only only
65
one item was effected by it. Thus, none of the predictions about 
moderator variables was supported in the research.
FIELD STUDY
Some main effects were found for intrinsic work orientation 
In the laboratory study; a few were found for job satisfaction.
To explore the external validity of these findings, a field study 
was conducted.
Because informational cues cannot be easily manipulated in 
a field setting, Hypothesis 1 was not tested in the field study.
In addition, since field independence and mental ability are 
difficult to measure except in controlled settings, Hypotheses 
3, 4, and 5 were not tested. Finally, because self-esteem is 
viewed primarily as a moderator of the informational cues - job 
analysis data relationship, Hypothesis 6 was also not examined.
It was necessary to hold the job constant in order to draw 
conclusions concerning the effects of job satisfaction and intrinsic 
work orientation on job analysis results. That is, by conducting 
the study with workers in exactly the same job, the effects of 
intrinsic work orientation and job satisfaction on job analysis 
results would not be confounded by actual job characteristics.
If the study were conducted with workers in different jobs and 
job satisfaction were found to affect job analysis data, it would 
be impossible to determine whether such effects were caused by 
job satisfaction or by actual differences between jobs on that 
dimension. In other words, actual differences between jobs could 





Subjects were bank tellers at a Louisiana bank. Questionnaires 
were distributed to 105 of these employees by the personnel 
department at the bank. Questionnaires were returned by 
self-addressed stamped envelopes directly to the experimenter. 
Measures
Job satisfaction was measured with the Minnesota Satisfaction 
Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967), 
and intrinsic work orientation was assessed with the Survey of 
Work Values (Wollack, Goodale, Wijting, & Smith, 1971). Job analysis 
data was collected with the Job Components Inventory (JCI; Banks, 
Jackson, Stafford, & Warr, 1983). These instrumenents are described 
in the laboratory study. Data were also collected on the demographic 
variables of age, tenure, education, and income. Although no 
formal hypotheses were formulated for these variables, O'Reilly, 
Parlette, and Bloom (1980) have found that they affect task 
perceptions, and thus they may also affect job analysis results.
The coverletter used in this study as well as the questionnaire 
measuring these demographic variables may be seen in Appendix 
J.
Analyses
Analyses were similar to those used in Study 1. The effects 
of Job satisfaction (Hypothesis 2) and intrinsic work orientation 
(Hypothesis 7) and the demographic variables on job analysis results 
were assessed by regressing each item of the JCI, the desirability
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variables, and each job analysis dimension onto job satisfaction, 
Intrinsic work orientation, and the demographic variables of age, 
sex, job tenure, company tenure, education, and income*
Consistent with the procedures of the laboratory study, alpha 
was set at the .01 level in order to minimize Type I error (Kirk, 
1982).
Results
Of the 105 total questionnaires distributed, 56 were returned, 
resulting in a return rate of 53.3j£. All were in useable form.
Predictor variables were correlated to detect possible 
multicollinearity. These analyses revealed a significant correlation 
between the measures of company tenure and job tenure (r^-.84,
£<•0001) and family income and age (r-.39, £<.01). Given this 
high correlation between company tenure and job tenure, the effects 
of tenure were assessed through only one variable, job tenure.
Tiiis correlation matrix, as well as means, standard deviations, 
and coefficient alphas (where applicable) for each of the variables 
are given in Table 16.
Coefficient alpha was determined for each of the JCI dimensions, 
as well as for Low Desirability and High Desirability. Each of 
these was found to have sufficient Internal consistency. Coefficient 
alphas for each of these variables may be seen in Table 17. Means 
and standard deviations for each JCI item, JCI dimension, and 
desirability variable may ne seen in Table 18.
Effects of Job Satisfaction
Hypothesis 2 predicted that subjects high in job satisfaction
Table 16
Means, standard deviations, and irvtercorrelatlong of predictors, 
field study
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. MSQ 72.83 10.91 (.87)
2. Int Wk Or 116.22 7.30 .13 (.61)
3. Age 27.88 8,04 .12 .07 -
4. Job tenure 2.00 1.61 -.11 - .18 .13
5. Comp tenure 2.22 1.64 .04 - .19 .11 .83** -
6. Educ 13.19 1.47 -.05 .05 - .01 -.35 -.34 -
7. Income 2.98 1.11 .13 - .18 .39* .04 -.05 .09 -
B. Sex 1.96 .19 .01 .20 .07 -.33 -.35 -.04 -.01
Note: Internal consistency reliability estimates (coefficient alphas) 
appear in diagonals, where appropriate. N“52, except for the following 
Intrinsic work orientation, N-55; Age, N-51; Education, N*53.
Income is on a scale of 1-5.
* £<.01 ** £<.0001
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Table 17
Coefficient alpha for JCI dimensions and desirability variables,
field study
Variable Alpha
Use of tools and equipment* o■
Perceptual and physical skills**** .83
Mathematics** .78
Communicating with others*** .89










Means and standard deviations for JCI items, JCI dimensions, 
and desirability variables, Field Study
Variable M SD
Use of tools 39.8 7.30
I . For marking or drawing 2.3 1.26
2. For measuring 1.1 .35
3. Other measurements 1.2 .39
4. For hitting, hammering 1.1 .51
5. For tightening 1.3 .67
6 . For roughing 1.2 .40
7. For holding 1.7 1.07
8 . For joining 1.5 .85
9. For cutting with heat 1,0 .27
10, For heating 1.3 .78
11. For cutting 1.5 .74
12. For boring 1.2 .47
13. Special chemicals 1.1 .23
14. For applying fluid 1.1 .48
13. For cleaning 1.2 .57
16. For spreading 1.0 .27
17. For digging 1.1 .32
18. For mixing 1.1 .32




20. For lifting 1.1 .29
21. Keyboard machines 3.9 .30
22. Printing equipment 2.9 1.06
23. Communicating 3.4 .87
24. Magnifying tools 1.3 .69
25. Other tools 1.6 1.10
26. Maintain machines 2.0 1.20
Perceptual and Phys. Skills 53.7 9.82
27. Carry, push, pull 2.1 .84
28. Strength 1.8 .91
29. Bend, stretch, reach 3.0 .94
30. Sense of balance 2.2 .99
31. Move body skilfully 1.8 1.08
32. Move hands quickly 3.7 .76
33. Skilful finger movements 3.7 .75
34. Skilful hand movements 3.4 .93
35. Steady arm 2.8 1.06
36. Make adjustments 2.1 1.14
37. Concentrate on a lot 3.0 .87
38. Concentrate 3.8 .54




40. React quickly 2.6 .95
41. Imagine shape 1.4 .66
42. Do close up work 2.1 1.15
43. Distinguish color 2.0 1.18
44. Need sense of color 1.7 1.01
45. Distinguish sound 1.3 .79
46. Taste things 1.1 .42
47. Sense of smell 1.2 .56
48. Sense of touch 2.4 1.29
49. Sense of humor 3.1 .97
Mathematics 76.2 10.72
50. Use measurement 1.2 .43
51. Make measurements 1.1 .26
52. Perimeter of squares 1.0 0 . 0 0
53. Perimeter of triangles 1.0 0 . 0 0
54. Perimeter of circles 1.0 0 . 0 0
55. Perimeter - other shapes 1.0 0 . 0 0
56. Measurements of area 1.0 0 . 0 0
57. Area of squares 1.0 0 . 0 0
58. Ares of triangles 1.0 0 . 0 0
59. Area of circles 1.0 0 . 0 0
Table 18 (continued)
Variable M SD
60. Area of other shapes 1.0 0 . 0 0
61. Pythagorean theorem 1 .0d 0 . 0 0
62. Measurements of weight 1.0 0 . 0 0
63. Measure weight 1.0 0 . 0 0
64. Measurements of volume 1.0 .13
65. Measure volume 1 .0 0 . 0 0
6 6 . Calculate volume 1.0 0 . 0 0
67. Calculate time 1.5 .97
6 8 . Use decimal clock 1.8 1.08
69. Measurements of speed 1.2 .64
70. Measure speed 1.1 .23
71. Calculate speed 1.1 .44
72. Other measurements 1.1 .40
73. Make estimates 1.2 .53
74. Use numbers at all 3.9 .44
75. Add/subtract 3.9 .37
76. Multiply/divide 2.6 1.09
77. Use square roots 1.1 .23
78. Calculate square roots 1.0 .13
79. Use fractions 1.4 .70
80. Add fractions 1.3 .65
Table 18 (continued)
Variable M SD
81. Multiply fractions 1.2 .54
82. Use decimals 2.8 I.23
83. Add decimals 2.6 1 .34
84. Multiply decimals 1.7 1 .01
85. Use percentages 1.8 1 .01
8 6 . Calculate percentages 1.4 .74
87. Mathematical conversions 1 .3 .71
8 8 . Use ratios 1.1 .51
89. Calculations with ratios 1.0 . 19
90. Round off numbers 1.3 .72
91. Use averages 1.6 .95
92. Calculate averages 1.5 .88
93. Trigonometry 1.0 0 .00
94. Use algebra 1.0 0 .00
95. Geometry 1.0 0 .00
96. Use Roman numerals 1.1 .23
97. Read charts 1.8 .99
98. Read graphs 1.3 .69
99. Read plans, maps 1.1 .34
100 . Read diagrams 1.3 .77




102. Solve problems 1.3 .77
103. Fill in time sheet 2.5 1.41
Communicating with others 49.1 10.64
104. Complete forms 2.4 1.21
105. Write reports 2.2 1 .06
106. Receive written info. 3.4 .78
107. Lo o k up written info. 2.9 .97
108. Use manual 3.1 .94
109. React to signals 2.4 1.15
110. Use coding 3.0 1.10
111. Fill in record book 2.8 1.21
112. Advise clients 3.8 .61
113. Advise coworkers 3.1 .94
114. Negotiate w/clients 2.9 1 .04
115. Negotiate w/coworkers 2.8 1.08
116. Persuade clients 2.8 1.06
117. Persuade coworkers 2.2 1.06
118. Train people 2.1 .89
119. Interview people 1.0 . 19
120. Give talks 1.1 .39




122. File things 2.8 .98
Responsibility 28.1 5.81
123. Decide order of work 3.4 .91
124. Decide methods 2.9 1.04
123. Decide what tools 2.8 1.25
126. Decide if problem 2.9 .92
127. Inspect own work 2.7 1.16
128. Could one be injured 2.6 1 .08
129. Could tools be damaged 2.1 1.01
130. Time lost if mistake 2.1 .74
131. Take special precautions 3.5 .97
132. Responsible for a lot 3.1 .94
Low Desirability 23.8 3.21
High Desirability 56.5 7.40
7 6
would respond differently from subjects low in job satisfaction 
to JCI Items. This hypothesis was tested by regressing each job 
analysis dimension, each desirability variable, and each job analysis 
item onto job satisfaction. Job satisfaction did not affect any 
of the JCI items, JCI dimensions, or deslreability variables.
Effects of Intrinsic Work Orientation
Hypothesis 7 predicted that subjects high in intrinsic work 
orientation would respond differently to JCI items than would 
subjects low in intrinsic work orientation. This hypothesis was 
tested by regressing each job analysis dimension, each desirability 
variable, and each job analysis item onto intrinsic work orientation.
No main effects for intrinsic orientation were found for the 
JCI items, JCI dimensions, or desirability variables.
Demographic Variables
Although no main effects were hypothesized for the demographic 
variables of age, tenure, education, and income, these variables 
were tested for main effects. As noted earlier, O'Reilly, Parlette, 
and Bloom (I960) have found that these variables affect task 
perceptions; thus, they may also affect job analysis results.
Although the dependent measures were also regressed onto sex along 
with the other predictor variables, its effects are not reported 
here as there were only two males in the sample.
Age. The effects of age were tested by regressing each JCI 
dimension, each desirability variable, and each job analysis item 
onto the age of the respondent. Significant results for these 
regressions are given in Table 19. As can be seen in Table 19,
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Table 19
Significant b-weights for main effects regressions of age, field
study
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wt
2 2 . Printing equipment -.07** -.49
27. Carry, push, pull heavy objects -.05* -.50
32. Move fingers, hands, quickly -.06**** O1
74. Use numbers at all -.0 1* -.43
106 . Receive written info -.05* -.47
108 . Use manual -.06* -.51
* £ < - 0 1 ** £<.005 **** £<.0005
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age affected six of the JCI items, such that older workers responded 
that these Items occurred less frequently than did younger workers.
No effects were found for any of the JCI dimensions or desirability 
variables.
Job tenure. The effects of job tenure were tested by regressing 
each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and each job analysis 
item onto the job tenure of the respondent. Significant results 
for these analyses are given in Table 20. As can be seen, job 
tenure affected two of the JCI items. Specifically, workers with 
more job tenure rated the items as occurring more frequently than 
did workers with less tenure. No effects were found for the JCI 
dimensions or desirability variables.
Education. The effects of education were tested by regressing 
each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and each job analysis 
item onto the education of the respondent. Significant results 
for these regressions are given in Table 21. Norkers with more 
education rated four JCI items as occurring more frequently than 
did workers with less education. No effects were found for any 
fo the JCI dimensions or desirability variables.
Income. The effects of income were tested by regressing 
each JCI dimension, each desirability variable, and each job analysis 
item onto the family income of the respondent. Significant results 
for these regressions are given in Table 22. As can be seen, 
workers with more income rated one JCI item as occurring more 
frequently than did workers with less income. No effects were 
found for any of the JCI dimensions or for the desireability
Table 20
Significant b-welghts for main effects regressions of job tenure,
field study
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wt
117, Persuade colleagues 
129. Could one damage tools
.52*





Significant b-welghts for main effects regressions of education,
field study
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wt
79. Use fractions .3 5 ***** .(,9
80. Add, subtract fractions .21** .54
81. Multiply, divide fractions .17* .48
90. Round off numbers .29** .56
* £<.01 ** £<.005 *****£<.0001
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Table 22
Significant b-welghts for main effects regressions of income, 
field atudy
Variable b-weight Standardized b-wt
120. Give talks .22* .59
* £ < . 0 1
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variables.
Summary of the Field Study
Unhypothesized main effects were found for age, job tenure, 
and education. Speclflcaly, older workers reported that JCI items 
occurred less frequently than did younger workers, workers with 
more tenure reported that JCI items occurred more frequently than 
did workers with less tenure, and workers with more education 
reported that JCI items occurred more frequently than did workers 
with less education.
Contrary to Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 7, no effects were 
found for job satisfaction or intrinsic work orientation. The 
null results for job satisfaction were similar to those found 
in the laboratory study. However, the results of the laboratory 
study did not replicate in a field study for intrinsic work 
orientation.
General Discussion
Several major findings emerged in the present researcn.
First, no effects were found for social cues on job analysis data. 
Second, minimal effects were found for job satisfaction. Main 
effects were found for mental ability, intrinsic work orientation, 
field independence, age, job tenure, and education; however, these 
effects were often for one task and not another. Finally, only 
weak moderator effects of the social cues - job analysis relationship 
were found. A detailed discussion of each of these findings follows.
Main Effects
Social Cues
Hypothesis 1, which predicted that workers given positive 
social cues will respond differently to job analysis items from 
workers given negative social cues, was not supported by the data. 
Effects were not found for any of the JCI items, JCI dimensions, 
or desirability variables.
These null results are contradictory to the findings of previous 
task perceptions research (e.g., O ’Reilly & Caldwell, 1979; White 
& Mitchell, 1979). These researchers have found significant, 
consistent effects for social cues on task perceptions both in 
the laboratory and in the field. Furthermore, the manipulation 
check for social cues revealed that differences between the two 
conditions could be detected by raters; thus, the manipulation 
appears to be salient. The question remains, then, as to why 
the effects of social cues on job analysis results were so weak.
A couple of factors may account for the null results for
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the social cues manipulation. First, while Judges were able to 
discriminate between work sessions in the positive and negative 
cues conditions, it is not clear that the manipulation was strong 
enough to be detected by subjects who were working on the task.
In other words, even though judges could distinguish between the 
cues conditions in sessions recorded on videotape, social cues 
may not have been salient to naive subjects. Perhaps a measure 
of task perceptions as a manipulation check would have been 
appropriate to determine if the social cues manipulation was 
adequate.
A second possible explanation for the null results is that 
while social cues affect task perceptions, they may not affect 
job analysis data. That is, the opinions of fellow work group 
members may have greater effects on measures of task perceptions, 
which are somewhat affective in nature, than on job analysis data, 
which are objective and assess job characteristics. Again, research 
measuring both task perceptions and job analysis results would 
be helpful in determining whether social cues affect both task 
perceptions and job analysis data.
Job Satisfaction
Hypothesis 2, which stated that satisfied employees will 
respond differently to job analysis items than do dissatisfied 
employees, was also not supported. In the Stockbroker Study, 
the hypothesis was supported for one of tne JCI items. In the 
Construction Study support was found on two JCI items. Examination 
of these effects indicated that satisfied employees reported that
job analysis items occurred more frequently than did dissatisfied
employees. In the field study, job satisfaction did not affect
any of the dependent measures.
In summary, Hypothesis 2 was not supported in the laboratory 
or in the field. As noted earlier for social cues, it may be 
that job satisfaction does not affect job analysis data as it 
does task perceptions, as the latter two are qualitatively 
different.
Mental Ability
Hypothesis 4 predicted that high mental ability subjects 
would respond differently from low mental ability subjects to 
job analysis items. This hypothesis received consistent support 
in the Construction Study; effects were found for 26 of the 132 
JCI items and two of the JCI dimensions (Use of Tools and Equipment 
Mathematics). All of these effects were in the same direction: 
more intelligent subjects rated job analysis items as occurring 
less frequently than did less intelligent subjects. These findings 
suggest that Intelligent subjects viewed the task as unchallenging, 
and thus felt that it required relatively little skill or knowledge 
In particular, the desirability variables appear to confirm this, 
with the least desirable items being rated as occurring less 
frequently by more Intelligent subjects than by less intelligent 
subjects. Thus, the Construction task may have been unfulfilling 
to more intelligent subjects. This finding is parallel to research 
in task perceptions (e.g., O'Connor & Barrett, I960) which has 
found that more Intelligent workers described their jobs as less
enriched.
In the Stockbroker Study, on the other hand, mental ability 
affected only one JCI item, such that more intelligent people 
rated this item as occurring more frequently* Null results were 
obtained for all of the other JCI items, JCI dimensions, and 
desirability variables.
One explanation for this discrepency between the results 
in the two tasks may be that mental ability Is more important 
for the Stockbroker task than for the Construction task* High 
mental ability subjects may have been unchallenged by the 
Construction Study, and were more likely to view it as trivial; 
thus, they Indicated that It required few abilities or skills.
Such effects may not have been found for the Stockbroker task 
since it required more complex mental operations. In any case, 
it appears that the effects of mental ability are job specific.
Another possibility is that workers who are higher in mental 
ability may actually be more accurate in their judgments about 
jobs. Notice that those items in the Construction Task which 
were rated as occurring less frequently by more intelligent subjects 
were those which appear irrelevant to the task. Thus, subjects 
with greater mental ability may be describing the task more 
accurately than those low in mental ability.
Thus, mental ability may be an excellent predictor of bias 
in job analysis data for certain jobs. Future research should 
explore the effects of mental ability on job analysis data across 
different types of tasks and In both laboratory and field settings.
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Intrinsic Work Orientation
Hypothesis 7, which stated that subjects high in intrinsic 
work orientation will respond differently to job analysis items 
from workers low on this variable, received mixed support* In 
the Construction Study, the hypothesis was not supported for any 
of the dependent measures. In contrast, in the Stockbroker Study, 
support was found for 12 of 132 JCI variables. All of these were 
in a direction such that those high in intrinsic work orientation 
described items as occurring less frequently than did those low 
In intrinsic work orientation. In addition, high intrinsic work 
orientation subjects rated the least desirable items as occurring 
less frequently than did low intrinsic work orientation workers.
One reason for these conflicting findings may be that workers 
who have high intrinsic work orientation did not find the Stockbroker 
Task to be rewarding. This task, which resulted In the completion 
of a few forms, may not have been as intrinsically satisfying 
as the Construction task, which resulted in a completed model 
of a dinosaur. Therefore, they may have trivialized the Stockbroker 
task and reported that it required little skill or knowledge.
On the other hand, because the the Construction task was more 
intrinsically satisfying, workers high in intrinsic work orientation 
may not have trivialized the task, and thus they responded in 
the same manner as low intrinsic work orientation subjects.
In the field study, no effects were found for intrinsic work 
orientation on job analysis data. However, a few factors may 
explain these null findings. First, it could be that the conflicting
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findings between laboratory and field may be an artifact of 
differences in variance in intrinsic work orientation in the 
laboratory and field studies; however, Hartley's test for homogeneity 
of variance (cited in Kirk, 1982) revealed no differences in variance 
between the two studies.
Second, workers in the field are more familiar with their 
jobs than laboratory subjects; thus, they may be less likely to 
be biased by such factors as their intrinsic work orientation.
Finally, just as the Construction Study showed no significant 
results for intrinsic work orientation, it may be that the job 
of bank teller is intrinsically rewarding (at least to those who 
have chosen to do it for a living). Therefore, those with an 
intrinsic work orientation may not have trivialized their job.
As noted for mental ability, it may be that workers who are 
higher in intrinsic work orientation may actually be more accurate 
in their judgments about jobs. Notice that those items in the 
Stockbroker Task which were rated as occurring less frequently 
by high intrinsic work orientation subjects were those which are 
irrelevant to the task. Thus, subjects higher in intrinsic work 
orientation may be describing the task more accurately than those 
low on this variable.
In summary, to draw any specific conclusions concerning the 
effects of intrinisic work orientation on job analysis data based 
upon the data would be premature. It does appear to affect job 
analysis data, but its effects across different jobs is uncertain.
The effects of intrinsic work orientation on job analysis data
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deserves further study across different tasks in laboratory and 
field settings. Accordingly, the moderating effects of task 
familiarity should be examined.
Unhypothesized Main Effects
Although no main effects were hypothesized for field 
independence and self-esteem, these variables affected job analysis 
data. These effects are discussed below.
Field independence. In the Stockbroker Study, analyses 
indicated that field dependent subjects rated one JCI dimension 
(Mathematics) and 9 of 132 JCI items as occurring more frequently 
than did field independent subjects. No effects were found, however, 
in the Construction Study. Perhaps these conflicting results 
are due to the fact that the Stockbroker task may require more 
cognitive complexity than the Construction task, and thus field 
dependent subjects felt overly challenged by it. Therefore, field 
dependent subjects may have perceived the Stockbroker task as 
requiring more skills than field independent subjects did. In 
any case, one can conclude only that field independence may be 
useful for predicting job analysis data for certain types of jobs. 
Furthermore, the effects of field independence need to be confirmed 
in the field.
As noted for mental ability and intrinsic work orientation, 
it may be that workers who are field independent may actually 
be more accurate in their judgments about jobs. Notice that those 
items in the Stockbroker Task which were rated as occurring less 
frequently by field independent subjects were those which are
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irrelevant to the task. Thus, field independent subjects may 
be describing the task more accurately than their field dependent 
counterparts.
Self-esteem. Main effectB were found for self-esteem in 
the Stockbroker Study; analyses indicated that high self-esteem 
subjects reported that items occurred more freqently for four 
of the 132 JCI items. No effects for self-esteem were found in 
the Construction Study. Because these results are very weak, 
the usefulness of self-esteem as a potential predictor of job 
analysis data is uncertain.
Main Effects for Personal Variables
As noted earlier, several personal variables (age, tenure, 
education, and income) have been found to affect task perceptions 
(O'Reilly, Parlette, & Bloom, 1980). Thus, the efficacy of these 
variables for predicting job analysis results was tested in the 
field. Results for these variables are described below.
Age. In the field study, significant main effects were found 
for 6 of the 132 JCI Items. These effects were in a direction 
such that older workers rated these items as occurring less 
frequently than did younger workers. These results parallel O'Reilly 
et al.'s (1980) finding that older workers' task perceptions differ 
from those of younger workers.
Job tenure. Effects for tenure on the job were weak. Results 
were found for only two of 132 JCI items. Specifically, those 
with greater tenure responded that these items occurred more 
frequently than did those with less tenure. This is consistent
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with task perceptions literature. For example, O'Reilly et al. (1980) 
found that workers with greater tenure described their jobs as 
□ore enriched than did workers with less tenure. However, because 
these results were found for only two job analysis items, the 
effects of job tenure on job analysis data must be interpreted 
cautiously.
Education. Educational level of the employee affected four 
JCI items. In each of these cases, more educated workers indicated 
that these items occurred more frequently than did less educated 
workers. Again, these results parallel O'Reilly et al.'s (1980) 
finding that better educated workers' task perceptions differ 
from those of less educated workers. Perhaps better-educated 
bank tellers preferred to think of their jobs as requiring more 
mathematical skill. In any case, because range restriction for 
education (M“ 13.19, S.D.*1.48) may have reduced the possibility 
of finding significant results, the present study may not have 
been a fair test for examining the influence of education on job 
analysis data.
Income. Family income exerted little influence on job analysis 
results. Specifically, family income affected only one JCI item. 
Thus, the usefulness of this variable for predicting job analysis 
data is doubtful.
A note of caution is in order when interpreting the effects 
of the demographic variables on job analysis data. It is possible 
that these effects may have been spuriously produced. That is, 
the effects of age on job analysis data may be due to actual
94
differences between the job duties of older workers and younger 
workers; the effects of job tenure may be due to differences between 
the job duties of those with more tenure and those with less; 
and the effects of education may be due to job differences between 
workers with less education and those with more. For example, 
workers with greater tenure might have rated certain duties as 
occurring more frequently because they might actually be responsible 
for a few more duties than those with less tenure. Thus, the 




Hypothesis 3, which stated that fJ?ld independence would 
moderate the social cues - job analysis results relationship, 
was not supported ir. the present research. No moderator effects 
for this variable were found in either the Stockbroker or the 
Construction Studies.
The lack of moderating effects for field independence is 
inconsistent with cask perceptions research. For example, Weiss 
and Shaw (1979) had found that the effects of social cues on task 
perceptions was much stronger for field dependent than for field 
independent subjects. Two factors may explain these conflicting 
results. First, social cues may not, as noted earlier, have been 
effectively manipulated, thus precluding the demonstration of 
moderator effects. Another possibility is that field independence 
may not moderate the relationship between social cues and job
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analysis results as It does the relationship between social cues 
and task perceptions. If this is the case, to investigate the 
moderator effects of field dependence on the social cues - job 
analysis relationship would be irrelevant.
Mental Ability
Hypothesis 5, the prediction that the job analysis data of 
low mental ability subjects would be more influenced by informational 
cues than would the job analysis data of high mental ability 
subjects, was not supported. No moderator effects were found 
for mental ability in either of the laboratory studies.
As noted above for field independence, these results may 
be due to Inadequate manipulation of social cues, or to social 
cues having only minimal results on job analysis data. Either 
of these explanations would prevent mental ability from moderating 
the social cues - job analysis data relationship.
Self-Esteem
Hypothesis 6 , the prediction that the effects of informational 
cues on Job analysis results would be stronger for low self-esteem 
subjects than for high self-esteem subjects was not supported.
In the Construction Study, only one moderator effect was found 
for the 132 JCI items; specifically, low self-esteem subjects 
were more influenced by social cues than were high self-esteem 
subjects. In the Stockbroker Study moderator effects for two JCI 
items were found; however, these effects were in a direction opposite 
of that predicted. In other words, contrary to the hypothesis, 
high self-esteem subjects were more influenced by social cues
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than were low self-esteem subjects.
Thus, the results found for Hypothesis 6 across the two studies 
are not strong and are conflicting. As noted earlier, since the 
effects of social cues on job analysis data appear to be minimal 
anyway, the potential gain from research investigating the effects 
of social cues on job analysis data is questionable.
Summary of Effects
Little support was found for the hypothesized main effects 
of social cues on job analysis data. As noted, such results may 
be due to the weak manipulation of social cues, or to the fact 
that unlike task perceptions job analysis data are not affected 
by social cues. This possibility deserves further study. Support 
for the hypothesized main effects of Job satisfaction also was 
not found.
Support for the hypothesized main effects of mental ability 
and intrinsic work orientation was found in the laboratory study; 
however, these results were often job specific. That is, a given 
variable could have some consistent main effects in one task but 
not in another. Unhypothesized main effects were also found for 
field independence; those for self-esteem were weak.
Few main effects were found in the field study. One possible 
explanation is that workers in the field are highly familiar with 
their jobs, so that their job analysis data is less biased by 
extraneous factors. This could mean that in practice, since job 
analysis is always in the field, it is relatively free from bias 
and that the results found in the Stockbroker and Construction
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Studies were due to tneir laboratory methodology. However, actual 
job analysts in organizational settings are often no more familiar 
with the jobs they are analyzing than are laboratory subjects. 
Therefore, the results obtained for the laboratory study may have 
some relevance to job analysis as it is conducted in industry.
Another explanation for the discrepency between the laboratory 
and field studies is that of job specificity. That is, based 
upon the laboratory research, the effects of the predictor variables 
appear to be job specific. If this is the case, the effects of 
these predictors could also be job specific in field settings, 
and the job of bank teller may be one which is least affected 
by these variables. Thus, Intrinsic work orientation (for example) 
may deserve further field research before it is discounted.
Except for a few conflicting findings for self-esteem, the 
hypothesized moderator effects were not found. However, considering 
that no relationship was found between social cues and job analysis 
items, this lack of moderator effects is not surprising. It may 
be that social cues do not influence Job analysis data in the 
same manner in which they influence task perceptions. Because 
task perceptions data measure emotional reactions to objective 
job characteristics, they may be quite different from Job analysis 
data, which attempts to measure objective job characteristics 
directly. If this is the case, to search for moderators of the 
social cues - job analysis results relationship would be pointless. 
Revised Model of Factors Affecting Job Analysis Data
Based upon the results of the present research, a revised
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model of those faccors which affect job analysis data has been 
developed (see Figure 2). In the model, job analysis data Is 
depicted as being affected by job characteristics. However, 
individual difference variables (mental ability, intrinsic work 
orientation, field independence) and personal variables (age, 
education) are also seen as affecting job analysis data. Because 
the effects of individual difference variables and personal variables 
appear to be specific to certain jobs, objective characteristics 
of the job is depicted as moderating the relationship between 
these variables and job analysis data. Note that this is a 
preliminary model, and as such, it is presumably incomplete.
Conclusion
Implications for Research
One conclusion of this study Is that bias in job analysis 
data does exist. However, an issue that must be addressed is 
the propriety of searching the task perceptions literature for 
variables which could bias job analysis data. Because task 
perceptions data measure emotional reactions to objective job 
characteristics, they may be different from job analysis data, 
which attempts to measure objective job characteristics directly. 
Thus, variables which affect task perceptions may not affect job 
analysis data. This could explain the lack of main effects for 
social cues and the weak moderator effects that were found in 
the research, as well as the null results for job satisfaction.
Sources of bias in job analysis may be identified in other 
















job analysis data, supposedly measure objective job performance. 
Thus, studying those factors that bias performance ratings could 
be fruitful in uncovering bias in job analysis. For example, 
the concept of halo in performance appraisal (e.g., Cooper, 1981) 
could explain bias in job analysis data: perhaps for jobs that 
require a great deal of a certain job dimension, job analysts 
have a tendency to rate other dimensions of that job as also 
occurring more frequently.
Purpose of the job analysis is another unexplored biasing 
factor. The performance appraisal literature has shown that the 
purpose of performance ratings (e.g., feedback, promotion) has 
systematic effects on those ratings (e.g., Dobbins, 1985; Zedeck 
& Cascio, 19b2). Similarly, it may be different job analysis 
purposes (e.g., salary administration, job descriptions) may affect 
job analysis data.
Accordingly, the effects of some job analyst characteristics 
(e.g., mental ability, field independence) on job analysis accuracy 
may be worthy of study. As noted earlier, subjects high on these 
variables may not be analyzing job differently, but more accurately 
than other subjects. Research into true ratings of jobs, as has 
been done in performance appraisal (e.g., Cardy & Kehoe, 1984; 
McIntyre, Smith, & Hassett, 1984) is worthy of study in determining 
whether certain variables such as Intelligence contribute to the 
accuracy of a job analyst's judgments.
Research into the effects of job familiarity would also be 
worthwhile. As noted earlier, differential effects between
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laboratory and field studies for intrinsic work orientation may 
be due to the familiarity of subjects with the task. For example, 
the job analysis data of laboratory subjects who have been working 
on a task for several work sessions could be compared with the 
job analysis data of those who have only worked on the task for 
one session. Such a study would determine whether those less 
familiar with a task are more susceptible to bias than those those 
more familiar with the task. It should be emphasized, however, 
that laboratory subjects may have been as familiar with the task 
as are job analysts in organizational settings, thus, job analysts 
could be just as susceptible to bias as subjects were in the 
laboratory.
It should also be noted that the JCI is a very sensitive 
job analysis instrument with excellent reliability and validity 
(e.g., Banks, Jackson, Stafford, & Warr, 1983; Banks & Miller,
1984). Thus It may be less susceptible to bias than other 
instruments. Similar research into bias in job analysis ratings 
should be conducted using different job analysis Instruments (e.g., 
Position Analysis Questionnaire; McCormick, et al, 1972) and other 
job analysis methods (e.g., Interviews, observation).
Practical Implications
Admittedly, job analysts do not normally rely on questionnaire 
data alone. More typically, analysts observe employees, and 
interview a worker or two that have been selected by management. 
Factors such as mental ability, Intrinsic work orientation, field 
independence, age, and education may also bias these other sources
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of job information. For example, if a job analyst speaks to 
employees about their jobs, it may be that he or she would get 
quite different information from highly Intelligent employees 
than from less intelligent employees. This effect may be exaggerated 
in certain jobs. Thus, job analysts should be certain that 
participants in job analysis are chosen at random; workers who 
volunteer or are selected by supervisors for a job analysis may, 
for example, be those who are most intelligent, and their perceptions 
of their jobs may be biased. Furthermore, job analysis bias may 
be statistically controlled by increasing the sample of employees 
that are interviewed. Accordingly, as has been done in performance 
appraisal (e.g., Pulakos, 1984; Lee, 1985), training of analysts 
and participants could help improve the validity of job analysis 
data.
It may also be that certain employee characteristics such 
as high mental ability enhance the accuracy of job analysis data. 
Although such a conclusion at this time is premature, this 
possibility deserves consideration in the development of improved 
collection methods for job analysis data.
This study has demonstrated that there are variables which 
affect certain types of job analysis questionnaire data, depending 
on the Job being studied. This could have major implications 
for the field of personnel research because of the pivotal role 
of job analysis in human resources. That is, bias in job analysis 
could affect the quality of employees selected, the manner in 
which employees are rewarded, compensated, and promoted, and so
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forth. Unlike previous job analysis research which has focused 
on the development of new methods, this study has concentrated 
on potential sources of bias in Job analysis. Hopefully, this 
line of research will aid in the development of improved methods 
of job analysis.
Limitations
Several limitations of the present research must be noted.
First, the possibility of making Type I error must be acknowledged 
in interpreting the results, especially given the large number 
of statistical tests. Often, one must decide whether significant 
findings indicate support for the hypothesis or are simply due 
to chance. Generally, altnough frequency of significant results 
in the present study were sometimes low, the consistency of the 
direction of these results indicates some effects. Furthermore, 
setting the alpha level at the .01 level should have drastically 
decreased the chance of Type I error (Kirk, 19B2).
A second limitation is that much of this study was conducted 
in a laboratory setting. Because the research was done with college 
students, one may question how these data generalize to the 
workplace. In other words, the laboratory samples used in this 
research may not have been representative of workers in a field 
setting. For example, it is logical to assume that the mental 
ability of college students is higher than that of the general 
workforce. However, the established mean for the Wonderlic (M-22.28, 
SD»7.70) is similar to that in this study (M“23.11, SD*5.24); 
and tests for differences in variance between the two samples
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revealed no differences. Nevertheless, It Is Impossible to determine 
the extent of other differences between the laboratory population 
and the general workforce, or the implications of this. For example, 
since laboratory subjects were less familiar with their jobs than 
were field subjects, they may have been more influenced by extraneous 
variables.
Limitations of the field study should also be mentioned.
The field study was conducted with predominantly female workers 
in one clerical job. Further, the nature of the data collection 
method (.returned questionnaires) may have resulted in non-random 
sampling. Again, the extent or implications of these problems 
cannot be determined. Thus, the field data should be interpreted 
cautiously.
In summary, the present research studied the unexplored area 
of bias in job analysis data. Despite the limitations enumerated 
above, it appears that this area deserves further study. The 
impact of this line of research to the field of human resources 
is potentially great.
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Appendix A: Instructions and Materials, Stockroker Study
INSTRUCTIONS
The purpose of this study Is to predict performance on a simulated 
stockbroker task using the questionnaires you completed on the 
first day of this experiment. The task today Involves looking 
up stock market prices, calculating and recording the percent 
change in stock market price over a 2 week period, and graphing 
the results. You will work for approximately 90 minutes. During 
this time, you may choose the stock market data that you wish 
to work on. Also, you may take a SHORT break (5 minutes), as 
long as no more than one of you is out of the room at once; you 
may decide among yourselves when each of you will take a break. 
Finally, if there is any doubt about what is expected of you in 
this task, please ask.
Here are your instructions:
1. Select the particular stock indexes te.g*, Dow Jones 15 Utilities, 
NASDAQ Banks) that you want to work with. As much as possible,
try not to overlap with your coworkers In tne selection of indexes. 
(You may discuss this among yourselves).
2. Note the closing price for that index on each of the ten days. 
Record each closing price on tue worksheet provided in the column 
marked "Closing Prices".
3. Next, calculate the daily percent change in price for each 
stock index. To do this, divide the closing price for each day 
by the first day's price. Record these numbers in the column 
marked "Percent Change".
4. Finally, record the percent change on the graph provided on
the worksheet in pencil. Then, using the red pen and ruler, connect 




STOCK INDEX PRICE WORKSHEET
Stock index_________________________   ID#
Closing Prices Percent Change
June 2 ---------------------------- --------------
June 3_________________________  __ ______
June 4_______________
June 5 ________________ ________________
June 6 _______________ _______________
June 9 ___________________________________________
June 10_____________________ _ _______________
June 1 1 ________________ _______
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Appendix B: Instructions, Construction Study
INSTRUCTIONS
The purpose of this study is to predict performance on a simulated 
manufacturing job using the questionnaires you completed on the 
first day of this experiment. The task, today involves constructing 
wood models. You may choose among yourselves which model you wish 
to work on. You will work for approximately 90 minutes. Also, 
you may take a SHORT break (5 minutes), as long as no more than 
one of you is out of the room at once; you may decide among yourselves 
when each of you will take a break. Finally, if there is any doubt 
about what is expected of you in this task, please ask.
Here are your instructions:
L. Choose the model that you wish to work on. You may decide this 
among yourselves.
2. The pieces for the models are mixed together. However, tney 
are marked. Thus, if you choose model 1, select the pieces marked 
■*1 ".
3. Match each piece into its proper place in the board. This is 
necessary to follow the Instructions.
A. Construct the model according to the directions. If you complete 
a model before yo minutes is up, go on to another.
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Diagram of Model and Instructions, Construction Study
cfecoveruvuHl
world
Paleontology is the science that deals with all forms of exlmcl 
life, and most of man s knowledge of prehistoric animals has 
come from fossilized skeleton remains which he has found. 
Today, most museums display dinosaurs and other prehistoric 
animals by "putting together" the fossil bones 10 recreate the 
structure of these extinct creatures
Now you too can create your own museum of models ol these 
great animals ot long ago!
ASSEMBLY INSTRUCTIONS
1 Carefully push 6 u t the precut bone shapes from the wood 
boards
2 Lightly sand each piece, especially the edges, with ihe line 
sandpaper wtuch is enclosed
3. After you have completed your sanding end prepara­
tion, piece the bone shape pieces back In their respec­
tive holes In Ihe wood boards. This will allow you to 
easily follow the numbered assembly sequence.
4 You may wish to slain, varnish, and glue your model for a 
permanent display
5 On this page are outline drawings of Ihe pieces with num­
bers in them Carefully interlock each piece to its corre­
sponding piece where Ihe matched numbers appear 
(Example Start with the two pieces in the drawing that 
have the # l circled Careiufly interlock these two pieces 
Now proceed to #2. etc j
6 Check with the front cover photograph to see that you are 
proceeding properly
7 if some pieces have too tight a fit, use the sandpaper to 
carefully widen the space where the pieces fit together
B if some of the pieces frt too loosely, a drop of white wood 
glue can be used to hold them together.
Havo fun and collect all ot Ihe Discovery World Prehisionc 
animals (or your own museum
Appendix C: Confederate Informational Cues 
Script for Social Cues Manlpulation-Stockbroker Study 
*Po8 itive cues condition*
A. Task itself
1. This is interesting. It's nice to finally use the skills I've 
developed in school.
2 . 1 guess that stockbrokers really do this sort of work sometimes. 
I'm glad to see what they do.
3. Doing this sort of thing is a pretty good way to get extra credit.
B. Importance of the output
1. This job becomes more meaningful as you do it.
2. I hope that this will help them learn more about choosing
stockbrokers.
3. I'll bet that this work we're doing will be really helpful to 
tnem.
C. Performance cues - complete three stocks; work diligently. 
^Negative cues condition*
A. The task itself
1. This isn't very interesting. It doesn't require any of the skills 
I've developed in school.
2. I've never heard of stockbrokers doing this sort of thing.
3. I'm glad we're at least getting some extra credit for this.
B. Importance of the output
1. The more you do this job the less meaningful it is.
2. I really don't know how doing this can help them to choose 
stockbrokers.
3. I wonder if they're really going to look at all of this, or Just 
throw it away.
C. Performance cues - complete 2 stocks; work slowly.
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Script tor Social Cues Manipulatlon-Construction Study 
*Positive cues condition*
A. Task Itself
1 . This is okay. It's good to finally do something interesting 
in one of these experiments.
2. I guess that this is pretty similar to some factory jobs.
3. Doing this sort of thing is a good way to get extra credit.
B. Importance of the output
1. This job becomes more interesting as you do it.
2. I hope that this will help them learn something about jobs.
3. I guess that this work we're doing will be helpful to them.
C. Performance cues - work quickly.
"'Negative cues condition*
A. The task itself
1. This isn’t very interesting. It doesn't require any skill.
2. I've never heard of factory workers doing this sort of thing.
3. I'm glad we're at least getting some extra credit for this.
B. Importance of the output
1. The more you do this Job the more ridiculous it becomes.
2. I really don't know how doing this can help them select people 
for manufacturing jobs.
3. I wonder if they're really going to look at all of this, or just 
throw it away.
C. Performance cues - work slowly.
PLEASE NOTE:
Copyrighted materials in this document 
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Appendix F: Self-Esteem
Please Indicate in the blank the degree to which you agree or 
disagree with each of the following statements about yourself. 
Use the following scale:
1 2  3 4 5
Stronly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
 1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
 2. At times I think I am no good at all.
3 . I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
 4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.
 5. I feel I do nto have mucn to be proud of.
 6 . I certainly feel useless at times.
 7. I feel that 1 am a person of worth, at least on an equal
plane with others.
 8 . I wish I could have more respect for myself.
 9. All in all, I am inclined to deel that I am a failure.
 10. I take a positive attitude toward myself.
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Appendix K: Cover Letter and Demographic Questionnaire, Field Study
September 5, 1986
Dear Employee:
Ac an industrial psychology researcher at Louisiana State University, 
I am studying the effects of Job satisfaction and work orientation 
on job analysis data.
Attached you will find the questionnaire that I am using in my 
research. This questionnaire will take about 20 minutes to 
complete. Do not put your name anywhere on this questionnaire, 
since we are conducting this research in a manner designed to 
preserve your anonymity. Please complete the questionnaire and 
return it in the stamped, addressed envelope enclosed. Participation 
Is Btrictly voluntary.
The results of this study are being used for research purposes. 
However, a copy of the final results of this study will be presented 
to your employer.
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this 
questionnaire. If you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact me or Dr. Greg Dobbins (388-8745) at the Department of 
Industrial Psychology.
Sincerely,
Donald M. Truxillo 
Doctoral Candidate 
LSU Department of Psychology
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Below are a few questions concerning your background which would 
be helpful for our study. These questions will be used for research 
purposes only, and as such will be kept strictly confidential 
and anonymous.
Year of birth:_________  Sex (circle one) M F
How long have you worked for this company? ___________ .
How long have you worked on your present job? ___________ .
What is the highest level of education that you have 
achieved?______________________ .
What is your total family income? (Circle one)
a. Under $10,000.





Donald Martin Truxlllo was born In New Orleans, Louisiana, 
on March 18, 1960. He attended Jesuit High School in New Orleans, 
graduating in May 1978. In the Fall of 1981, he graduated from 
Louisiana State University with a Bachelor of Science degree in 
Psychology. He enrolled in the LSU Graduate School in the Fall 
of 1982, studying Industrial/Organizational Psychology. He obtained 
his Master of Arts degree in the Fall of 1984.
Donald Martin Truxlllo is a candidate for the Doctor of 
Philosophy degree at the Spring Commencement, 1987.
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